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INTRODUCTION 
 
Purpose and Scope of Review 
 
The Department of Education Agency Review committee of the 2004 legislative interim 
requested that we review certain aspects of the State’s implementation of the federal No Child 
Left Behind Act (NCLB).  Specifically, the committee was interested in information concerning 
the nature and amounts of federal funding available to the State to fund requirements of NCLB.  
Additionally, the committee was interested in information concerning costs  that will be incurred 
by the State and local school districts to implement NCLB. 
 
While reviewing some of the numerous papers, reports and studies that have been written about 
NCLB, it became apparent to us that the answer to the question of what it will cost the State and 
local school districts of South Dakota (SD) to implement NCLB is at this point essentially 
unknowable.   
 
We reviewed reports and critiques of cost studies conducted in other states.  In our opinion, 
those cost estimates are at best educated guesses with emphasis on the word guess.  For 
example, a contracted cost study of NCLB was conducted for the State of Ohio and the study 
was critiqued by ten experts on NCLB.  Of the ten experts, two believed the study’s cost 
estimates were accurate, two believed the study’s cost estimates were significantly low, three 
believed the study’s estimates were significantly high and three said the extent to which 
assumptions were used in the study weakened any accuracy of the study’s cost estimates.   
 
That is not to say that these cost studies were not useful or valuable to us or other users.  On 
the contrary, while we found no estimates of costs from other states that we could reasonably 
extrapolate to SD in terms of dollars, we found commonality and significant value in the 
identification and discussion of the activities associated with NCLB implementation and the 
nature of related costs. 
 
Another thing that became obvious to us is that there is no real value in comparing the costs of 
implementing NCLB from state to state because of various factors.  Some of these factors 
include: 
 

? The nature of the assessment and accountability system in place in each state 
prior to NCLB. 

? The level of student achievement in each state prior to NCLB. 
? Flexibility allowed the states in the development of plans for the implementation 

NCLB’s requirements. 
? The number and sizes of school districts in the various states and the diversity of 

their student populations. 
 
In this report, we have drawn few conclusions regarding NCLB and its impact on SD.  Rather 
our purpose is to provide the reader with information about NCLB as it relates to SD so perhaps 
they can better formulate their own conclusions. 
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Report Contents  
 
This report contains chapters that will provide information about NCLB in SD as follows: 
 

? A summary of the requirements of the NCLB act and how SD has chosen to implement 
these requirements. 

? Information about the various federal programs that are associated with NCLB and the 
amounts of funding the state and local school districts in SD have received historically 
and are expected to receive in the near future.  

? A discussion of the activities associated with NCLB implementation and the nature of the 
costs associated with those activities.  Where possible, we identify revenues provided by 
federal programs to offset those costs. 

 
We also conducted a formal survey of SD school district superintendents asking their opinions 
on various aspects of NCLB and its implementation.  At the end of the survey document, we 
invited the superintendents to “write-in” any general comments they had about NCLB.  In 
addition, we telephoned five school districts and asked them specifically about the impacts and 
costs of NCLB on their districts.  The results of these surveys are discussed in Chapter 4 of this 
report and tabulated results of the formal survey are included as Appendix I.
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CHAPTER 1 - NCLB REQUIREMENTS 
 
Background Information 
 
The NCLB Act (Public Law 107-110) was a six year reauthorization of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA).  ESEA was first passed by Congress in 1965 with the latest 
prior reauthorization occurring in 1994 with the passage of the Improving America’s Schools Act 
(IASA).   The NCLB Act contained four basic reform principles: 
 

1. Stronger accountability for results via assessments(testing) 
2. Increased flexibility and local control 
3. Expanded options, choices and alternatives for parents 
4. Emphasis on teaching methods that have been proven to work 
 

The NCLB funds are targeted into the following categories: 
? Title I:  Improving the Academic Achievement of the Disadvantaged 
? Title II: Preparing, Training and Recruiting Highly Qualified Teachers and Principals 
? Title III: Language Instruction for Limited English Proficient and Immigrant Students 
? Title IV: 21st Century Schools – Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities, 21st 

Century Community learning Centers 
? Title V: Promoting Informed Parental Choice and Innovative Programs 
? Title VI: Flexibility and Accountability 

 
ESEA- IASA -1994 
 
The prior ESEA, IASA Act:  

? Required tests (assessments) in three grade spans (3-5, 6-9, and 10-12) in reading and 
math. 

? Focused on improving the proficiency of children served by Title I programs.  Now all 
children must progress as measured against academic content standards. 

? Did not require a science assessment. 
? Did not contain any of the mandates and sanctions now required for under performing 

Title I schools and Local Education Agencies (LEA).   
 
The initial plans for NCLB were sent to Congress on January 23, 2001.  At that time, only 11 
states were in compliance with the 1994 ESEA requirements.  President George W. Bush 
signed NCLB into law on January 8, 2002 
 
Under the 1994 reauthorization, each state was supposed to develop comprehensive academic 
standards with curriculum-based tests that would be administered annually at three grade 
levels, in both reading and math.  By the time the 1994 reauthorization was superseded by 
NCLB in 2002, only 21 states were in compliance with its accountability provisions.  
 
The following table compares the requirements of the prior law with NCLB.   
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Table 2.1: Comparison of Key NCLB Accountability Requirements with 
South Dakota’s Pre-NCLB Requirements 

NCLB Requirements IASA Requirement 
Comparison with South Dakota's NCLB 

System as of January 2002 
Statewide, grade-specific 
content standards in reading, 
math, and science. 
   

Standards in reading and math.  
State discretion to have grade 
level expectations or standards 
at benchmark grades.  SD 
developed standards for 
Language Arts (including 
Reading), Math, Science, and 
Social Studies for grades K - 
12. 

Standards for reading, math, and science and 
grade level expectations for each grade 3 
through 8 and 11.  SD has revised its K - 12 
reading, language arts, and math standards and 
is in the process of revising the science 
standards. 

Reading and math 
assessments 
in grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, and 
once in high school. 
  

Assessments in reading and 
math once in each grade span: 
3-5, 6-9, 10-12.  SD gave the 
SAT9 in grades 2, 4, 8, and 11. 

State assessments aligned with state academic 
standards in reading and math, for grades 3, 4, 
5, 6, 7, 8, and once in grades 10-12 by the 2005-
06 school year.  SD provided Dakota STEP 
(augmented SAT10) for grades 3-8 and 11 
during the 2002-03 school year. 

Science assessments 
administered once in each of 
three grade spans (3-5, 6-9, and 
10-12). 
  

No federal requirement.  SD 
provided the SAT9 for science 
in grades 2, 4, 8, and 11. 

SD will be aligning the SAT10 science 
assessment to the revised science standards 
and augment the test as necessary.  This will be 
completed by the spring 2006 administration of 
the Dakota STEP.  NCLB requires science 
assessment to be given once in each grade span 
(3-5), (6-9), (10-12).  The SAT 10 is currently 
given at each grade 3-8 and 11. 

Assessments of English 
proficiency in reading, writing, 
listening, and speaking. 
  

No requirements. 
  
  
  

SD provides the SELP test for LEP students on 
an annual basis.  This test covers all 4 domains 
but will be augmented to align to the newly 
developed ELP standards. 

Determinations of “adequate 
yearly progress” (AYP) for each 
school and school district—based 
on (1) overall performance and 
the performance of student 
subgroups, (2) measures of 
proficiency, test participation, 
attendance, and graduation. 
  

Requirement for accountability 
system for Title I schools only.  
SD definition of AYP under 
IASA = 5% growth in reading or 
math each year for grades 4, 8, 
and 11. 

Accountability system applies to all public 
schools and districts.  1) AYP is measured for 
reading and math separately by comparing the 
subgroup, school, and district score (% students 
scoring proficient or advanced on the Dakota 
STEP test) to the established target.  2) The all 
student group and each subgroup must have at 
least 95% participation in the state test.  High 
schools must have a 90% graduation rate or 
make progress on the measure while elementary 
and middle schools need a 94% attendance rate 
or make progress. 
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“Report cards” on school and 
district performance and 
disseminate to parents and the 
public. 
  

State, district, and school 
assessment results, including 
disaggregated subgroups, 
reported as profiles.  AYP for 
all Title I schools was reported 
as well as those schools 
identified for improvement 
status. 

The NCLB Report Card is designed to report 
state, district, and school level accountability and 
assessment information in the aggregate and 
disaggregated for each student subgroup.  Each 
report must compare the actual achievement to 
the target, % students not tested, two-year trend 
data, and graduation and attendance rates. AYP 
status for each school and district must be 
reported as well as the names and numbers of 
those identified for improvement status.  The % 
teachers meeting qualifications, number of 
classes not taught by highly qualified teachers, in 
the aggregate and disaggregated by poverty 
level of the school. 

Sanctions for low-performing 
schools (school choice, 
supplemental education services, 
corrective actions, and 
restructuring). 
  

Sanctions for Title I schools 
included identification, public 
notification and writing a school 
improvement plan. 

Identification, public notification, and writing a 
school improvement plan constitute the 
sanctions for all public schools and districts.  
Title I schools must also offer choice, 
supplemental services, be subject to corrective 
actions applied by the district, and undergo 
restructuring planning and alternative 
governance established by the district if AYP 
continues to be missed.  Title I districts that 
continue to fail to make AYP will be subject to 
corrective actions applied by the state. 

“Highly qualified” teachers in 
core academic subjects by the 
2005-06 school year (See 
Appendix A). 
  

Title I teachers were to be 
certified in the content areas 
teaching. 

All public school teachers of core academic 
subjects must be highly qualified by the end of 
the 2005-06 school year.  Teachers new to the 
profession must be certified to teach the classes 
assigned and pass a test in order to meet the 
requirements.  Existing teachers must also be 
certified in all subjects teaching and have three 
years of experience as defined under SD 
H.O.U.S.S.E. rules.  Title I teachers must be 
highly qualified before hire.  

Title I paraprofessionals meet 
NCLB-specified qualifications by 
January 2006 (See Appendix B). 
  

Paraprofessionals were to have 
at least a high school diploma 
or GED. 

Title I paraprofessionals must have a high school 
diploma or GED and pass the ParaPro test, have 
completed 48 credits at an approved institution of 
higher education, or have at least an Associate 
degree. 

Source: SDDOE 
 
 
NCLB- Purpose 
 
The NCLB Act set ambitious goals in an attempt to close the achievement gaps between the 
various student subgroups.  

The purpose of NCLB as specified in the Act is to ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and 
significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and reach, at a minimum, proficiency 
on challenging state academic achievement standards and state academic assessments.”  

The NCLB Act (Public Law 107-110) is a large document consisting of 670 pages.  The main 
component of the act is Title I, Part A, which funds educational services for disadvantaged 
students.  Title I, Part A, accounts for approximately 29.2% of the funding expended by SD 
under the NCLB Act and 52.9% of all funding expended if Impact Aid is excluded.  Title I, Part A 
established the key accountability requirements to help ensure all students become proficient.  
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Therefore, the focus of our review concentrated on Title I, Part A.  While the remaining titles 
contain significant amounts of federal funding, the new requirements do not have near the 
impact as those created in Title I, Part A. 
 
Additional Requirements  
 
Resources provided under NCLB are to help improve instruction in high-poverty schools and 
ensure that poor and minority children have the same opportunity as other children to meet 
challenging State academic standards.  The main highlights of the new reauthorization were: 

? States were required to develop content standards in reading and math and develop 
assessments linked to those standards for all students in grades 3-8 by 2005-2006 and 
science by 2007-2008.  

? States were required to plan a single, statewide accountability system that tracks each 
school district’s  and school’s progress toward 100 percent proficiency. 

? States were required to prepare an annual report card on each school’s, each LEA’s, 
and the State’s progress in meeting the AYP objectives with all children being proficient 
by 2013-2014. 

? Imposes specific sanctions on schools, LEA’s and the state for not meeting established 
AYP objectives for two consecutive years. 

? Sets annual measurable objectives concerning the provision of “high-quality” 
professional development for teachers.  

? Implement activities to involve parents in programs funded by Title I, Part A. 
 
 
Implementing NCLB in South Dakota  
 
SD did not have a statewide school and district accountability system that encompassed all 
students.  During the 2003 Legislative session, statutory changes were made to implement a 
single statewide accountability system. The statutory changes can be found in SDCL 13-3-62 to 
13-3-69.    The statutory changes put in place the necessary framework to implement the 
various mandates of the NCLB Act.   In addition, administrative rules were promulgated (ARSD 
24-42) to further implement the various requirements.  While all schools are included in the 
accountability system, only schools that receive Title I funding are subject to the improvement 
requirements and sanctions of NCLB.  
 
Each NCLB requirement along with what SD has done or will be doing to comply with these 
requirements is laid out in detail in the South Dakota Department of Education State Application 
Accountability Workbook, dated August 7, 2004.  This document can be found at 
http://www.state.sd.us/deca/NCLB/word/Workbook_9_3_04.doc.  Please refer to this document 
for greater detail on the specifics on any particular area or requirement.   

 
The State’s assessment tool is the Dakota STEP examination.  Harcourt Educational 
Measurement (now known as Harcourt Assessments) is the company that creates, publishes, 
and sells the SAT tests.  The Harcourt’s SAT10 test was augmented with additional questions 
aligned with the core content standards of SD in reading and math to create what is the Dakota 
STEP test.  The State of South Dakota contracted with Harcourt to use the SAT10/Dakota Step 
as our assessment tool.  The Dakota STEP is administered to every student enrolled in grades 
3-8 and 11.  An alternate assessment is available for students with disabilities whose IEP 
(Individual Education Plan) so specifies. 
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Harcourt developed the tests, publishes, mails, scores and sends results via a compact disc to 
the South Dakota Department of Education (SDDOE).  The SDDOE uploads the data into the 
Student Information Management System (SIMS).  A software program developed by School 
Extra (now known as Infinite Campus), that incorporated the State’s Adequate Yearly Progress 
(AYP) decision rule calculations for each applicable area, then calculates and generates the 
report cards following the parameters established in the approved South Dakota Accountability 
Plan.  These report cards are available on the SDDOE website. 
 
The SD assessment system has been approved by the USDOE.  It took over 3 years to obtain 
such approval.  The Dakota STEP underwent an alignment process conducted by the Buros 
Institute of the University of Nebraska – Lincoln to assure the assessment would accurately 
measure achievement of the students based on the core academic standards established for 
each grade in reading and math.  
 
All public schools and districts are accountable for the performance of student subgroups. 
Subgroups include major racial/ethnic subgroups, students with disabilities, limited English 
proficient students, and economically disadvantaged students.  SD uses current census 
definitions for major racial/ethnic groups: White, Black, Asian/Pacific, Hispanic, and Native 
American.  Students with free and reduced lunch status are the basis for determining the 
subgroup of economically disadvantaged status. Students who score less than proficient on the 
Limited English Proficiency state test are assigned to the LEP subgroup.  Students qualifying for 
an IEP are categorized in the students with disabilities subgroup.  
  
Definitions of achievement levels have been expressed through performance descriptors.  The 
State of SD has defined four levels of student achievement: advanced, proficient, basic, and 
below basic.  Cut scores for proficiency levels were established in the summer of 2003.  The 
Buros Institute, University of Lincoln, Nebraska, conducted a standards setting process with the 
SDDOE in establishing achievement levels for reading and math, grades 3-8 and 11. 
 
The State disaggregates test data for all public schools to report the progress of student 
subgroups and to determine whether or not each subgroup has met or exceeded the State’s 
annual measurable objectives (AMO).  AMO’s are expressed as a percentage of children in the 
subgroup that are at the advanced or proficient level in a subject area. 
 
Annual measurable objectives for each grade span and subject area: 
 

  K-8  9-12 
School Year Reading Math Reading Math 
2002-2003 65% 45% 50% 60% 
2003-2004 65% 45% 50% 60% 
2004-2005 71% 54% 58% 67% 
2005-2006 71% 54% 58% 67% 
2006-2007 71% 54% 58% 67% 
2007-2008 77% 63% 67% 73% 
2008-2009 77% 63% 67% 73% 
2009-2010 77% 63% 67% 73% 
2010-2011 83% 73% 75% 80% 
2011-2012 88% 82% 83% 87% 
2012-2013 94% 91% 92% 93% 
2013-2014 100% 100% 100% 100% 
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Intermediate goals were established that required schools to increase their minimum 
performance from the starting point to 100% in five equal intervals, with each increase occurring 
no more than three years apart.  SD will increase the first intermediate goal in 2004-2005, then 
in 2007-08, 2010-11, 2011-12, 2012-13, and 2013-2014.   
 
Intermediate Goals: 
 

  K-8  9-12 
School Year Reading Math Reading Math 
2002-2003 65% 45% 50% 60% 
2004-2005 71% 54% 58% 67% 
2007-2008 77% 63% 67% 73% 
2010-2011 83% 73% 75% 80% 
2011-2012 88% 82% 83% 87% 
2012-2013 94% 91% 92% 93% 
2013-2014 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 
 

Schools, districts and the state must meet Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) in reading and math 
for each subgroup and overall unlike in the past.  Also, AYP for another academic indicator 
(attendance, or graduation rate and participation) now must also be determined for each school.  
A school / district and each student group will be declared as having met AYP if its performance 
meets the applicable Annual Measurable Objective (AMO), meets the AMO with a confidence 
interval, meets the AMO using a 2-year average, or (Safe Harbor) demonstrates substantial 
improvement consistent with NCLB provisions and meets or exceeds a participation rate of at 
least 95%.   The table below shows the 37 categories that each school can be evaluated on to 
determine whether or not it made AYP. 
 

Table 2.2: Components of “Adequate Yearly Progress” 
 

To make “adequate yearly progress” (AYP) under NCLB, students in each school and school 
district must meet or exceed standards in each of the following applicable categories (marked "X") 

 NCLB Subgroup 
 
Criteria for AYP 
Determination 

  
All 

Students 

  
White 

Students 

  
Black 

Students 

 American 
Indian 

Students 

  
Asian 

Students 

  
Hispanic 
Students 

 Limited-
English 

Students 

 Special 
Education 
Students 

 Low 
Income 

Studentsa 
Reading proficiency   X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X 
Reading participation  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X 
Math proficiency   X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X 
Math participation  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X  X 
Attendance or 
graduation rate b 

 X                 

 
NOTE: For each of the 36 categories related to test proficiency or participation, adequate yearly progress is computed for the school or school district on 
the basis of test data aggregated across those grades for which tests are given. For measures of proficiency, AYP determinations are not made for 
subgroups with fewer than 10 students. For measures of participation, AYP determinations are not made for subgroups with fewer than 10 students. 
 
a Low income students are defined as those from families eligible for free or reduced-price meals. 
 
b Elementary and middle schools are held accountable for their attendance rates, while high schools are held accountable for their graduation rates. 
 
SOURCE: South Dakota Department of Education, South Dakota Consolidated State Application Accountability Workbook(Pierre, SD: August 27, 2004). 
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For accountability purposes, the state elected to use a minimum n of 10 students for all 
subgroups and a confidence interval.  The overall confidence interval of p = .01 is applied to the 
available status score data (i.e., most recent single year or average of two years) to evaluate 
whether a school has failed to make AYP.  The state uses a minimum size (n) of 10 for all 
subgroups to enable the state’s reports to maintain individual student confidentiality, in 
accordance with federal Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) privacy 
requirements.  The impacts of the confidence interval and the minimum n size will be discussed 
in greater detail later in this section of the report. 

The NCLB has an authorized “Safe Harbor” provision.  If in any particular year the school, 
district, or student group does not meet the AMO, the school, district, or student group may be 
considered to have made AYP if the percentage of students in that group who did not meet or 
exceed the proficient level of academic achievement on the State assessments for that year 
decreased by 10% of that percentage from the preceding public school year; that group made 
progress on one or more of the State’s other academic indicators (graduation and/or attendance 
rate); and that group had at least 95% participation rate on the statewide assessment.   For 
example, if a subgroup in the current year didn’t meet the AMO and had 80 out of 100 children 
below the advance and proficient levels last year, but this year the number below proficient and 
advanced was only 72 out of 100 children, then the subgroup would be considered to have meet 
AYP if at least 95% of the children in the subgroup participated in the assessment and progress 
was made on one or more of the State’s other academic indicators like the attendance rate 
increased. The percentage of children below proficient in the prior year (80%) decreased by 
10% (80% time 10% equals 8%) to 72%, therefore that part of safe harbor was achieved. 
 
The other academic indicators, which apply to each school and the student group of all students 
within the school, are: 

? Graduation Rate- A school that includes grade 12 will be expected to meet or exceed the 
State’s graduation rate of 90% or show progress.   

? Attendance Rate - A school that does not enroll students in grade 12 shall have an 
average daily attendance rate that meets or exceeds the state’s minimum attendance 
rate expectation of 94% or show progress.   

 
Each subgroup in the school must have at least 95% of the students enrolled in the tested 
grades on the last day of the testing window participate in the state assessments. (Participation 
Rate)  If a subgroup has 40 or fewer students enrolled in the tested grades, then it shall have no 
more than 2 (two) students not participate in the state assessments. 

 
An LEA’s (district) accountability system was exactly the same as the school accountability 
system for 2003.  The district was treated as a single, large school, and scores were calculated 
for the district exactly the same way as a school’s except the other academic indicators of 
attendance rate and graduation rates did not apply to the district.  The SDDOE just completed 
successful negotiations with the USDOE to amend the way district AYP is determined.  AYP for 
a district is determined on three grade spans: elementary (3-5), middle school (6-8), and high 
school (9-12).  Districts that fail to make AYP for two consecutive years in all three grade spans 
for the same subject will be identified for improvement status.  
 
All students with disabilities participate in the statewide assessment program either by taking 
the Dakota STEP with or without accommodations or, for a very small number of  students with 
the most significant cognitive disabilities, by participating in the SD alternate assessment 
entitled STAARS (Statewide Team-led Alternate Assessment and Reporting System). The 
number of “proficient” and “advanced” scores based on this alternate achievement standard can 
not exceed 1.0 percent of all students in the grades tested at the State and district level.   Any 
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scores that exceed the percentage limitation and for whom no exception is granted is counted 
as non-proficient for accountability purposes. 

 
Test scores of students with disabilities who are assessed using the Dakota STEP will be 
included in the assessment data for the grade in which the student is enrolled for purposes of 
calculating adequate yearly progress (AYP). 

 
Once AYP decisions are determined relative to school performance, the results (report cards) 
are available through portals on a web-based reporting system.  AYP status and schools in 
need of improvement are identified.  To be identified as a school in need of improvement, the 
school would have had to fail to make AYP for two or more years in the same content area 
(math or reading).  Also, it takes two consecutive years of making AYP in the same content area 
to be removed from the list of schools in need of improvement.  

 
SDDOE sends a letter to each district informing them of each school that did not meet AYP.  
The district then has the responsibility to report the results to each school, all parents and the 
community.  
 
Report cards include the following data: 
 

1. Information, in the aggregate, on student achievement at each proficiency level on the 
State academic assessments (disaggregated by race/ethnicity, gender, disability status, 
migrant status, English proficiency, and status as economically disadvantaged).,  

2. Information that provides a comparison between the actual achievement levels of each 
student subgroup and the State’s annual measurable objectives for each such group of 
students. 

3. The percentage of students not tested (disaggregated by the student subgroups) 
4. The most recent 2-year trend in student achievement in each subject area, and for each 

grade level, for the required assessments.  
5. Attendance rates for elementary school students for the school as a whole and 

disaggregated by student subgroups. 
6. Graduation rates for secondary school students disaggregated by student subgroups. 
7. Information on the performance of local educational agencies in the State regarding 

making adequate yearly progress, including the number and names of each school 
identified for school improvement. 

8. The professional qualifications of teachers in the State, the percentage of such teachers 
teaching with emergency or provisional credentials, and the percentage of classes in the 
State not taught by highly qualified teachers, in the aggregate and disaggregated by 
high-poverty compared to low-poverty schools which (for this purpose) means schools in 
the top quartile of poverty and the bottom quartile of poverty in the State. 

 
If a subgroup of students is less than 10, (n size), the information is not required to be 
disaggregated and reported. 

 
As mentioned earlier, only those schools that receive Title I funding are subject to school 
improvement and sanction under NCLB.  Prior to NCLB, schools that failed to make AYP for two 
or more consecutive years were required to prepare improvement plans.  There weren’t any 
additional sanctions for persistent failure to make AYP.  Under NCLB, a series of increasingly 
serious consequences are prescribed for underperforming schools or school districts as outlined 
in the following table. 
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Table 2.3: NCLB Requirements for Title I Schools Failing to 
Make Adequate Yearly Progress 
 
 Number of Years That the School Has Failed to Make AYP 
Requirement/Sanction 1  2  3  4  5  6 
Improvement plan   X  X  X  X  X 
School choice   X  X  X  X  X 
Supplemental services     X  X  X  X 
Corrective action       X     
Restructuring plan         X   
Implement restructuring           X 
 
• IMPROVEMENT PLAN: Must develop (or revise) a school improvement plan. 
 
• SCHOOL CHOICE: Must offer school choice options, if possible, to parents of all children in the school 

failing to make AYP. (Districts are not required to provide school choice if there are no other schools in the 
district or if all the other schools have failed to make AYP for at least two years.) 

 
• SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICES: Must offer supplemental educational services (such as tutoring) outside the 

school day to eligible children. 
 
• CORRECTIVE ACTION: The school district must take at least one of the following actions: (1) replace staff 

who are relevant to the school’s low performance, (2) implement a new curriculum, (3) significantly 
decrease management authority at the school level, (4) appoint an outside expert to advise the school, (5) 
extend the school’s academic year or lengthen its school day, or (6) change the internal organizational 
structure of the school. 

 
• RESTRUCTURING: In the fifth year of failing to make AYP, the school district must prepare a restructuring 

plan and arrange to implement it. NCLB outlines various restructuring options, including: (1) reopen the 
school as a charter school, (2) replace staff who are relevant to the school’s low performance, (3) contract 
with another entity (such as a private management company) to operate the school, (4) turn the operation of 
the school over to the state department of education, or (5) enter into other major restructuring 
arrangements. If the school fails to make AYP for a sixth year, the district must implement the plan. 

 
SOURCE: No Child Left Behind Act, §1116. 
 

 
 

NCLB also requires that all teachers of core academic subjects be considered “highly qualified” 
by the end of the 2005-06 school year. In general a "highly qualified teacher" is one with full 
certification, a bachelor's degree and demonstrated competence in subject knowledge and 
teaching. Core subjects include English, reading or language arts, mathematics, science, 
foreign languages, civics and government, economics, arts, history and geography.  The Act 
also required paraprofessionals to be highly qualified by January 2006.  If a paraprofessional is 
allowed to provide instructional support, they must have at least an associate's degree or two 
years of college (a minimum of 48 college credits), or they must meet a rigorous standard of 
quality through a formal state assessment. If a paraprofessional's role does not involve 
facilitating instruction--such as serving as a hall monitor--that person does not have to meet the 
same academic requirements.  While NCLB requires teachers and paraprofessionals to be 
highly qualified by a specified time period, there are no sanctions mandated for a school, an 
LEA, or a state if these requirements are not met.  The percentage of highly qualified teachers 
teaching core subjects must be determined and reported as part of the report card.  For further 
details on teacher or paraprofessional qualifications see Appendix A and B, respectively. 
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Comparing to Other States 

One of the four basic reform principles identified at the beginning of this section was to provide 
increased flexibility and local control.  This flexibility is clearly evident when you examine the 
various ways the states have designed their accountability systems to implement NCLB.  This 
flexibility is also what makes comparing one state to another state extremely difficult.  The 
choices that have been made by each state impact the costs incurred, achievement attained 
and progress towards NCLB goals of each state.  States have always had and continue to have 
at their discretion the determination of their content and achievement standards and the design 
of their assessments.  States also establish proficiency levels based on results of taking the 
assessments. 

Other areas where states have exercised this flexibility are: 

? States establish what constitutes a subgroup size.  Montana and North Dakota set theirs 
at zero and then use a confidence interval.  Maryland uses five as a subgroup size along 
with a confidence interval.  Virginia uses 50 as their subgroup size.  Some states set a 
different subgroup size for special education children than what is used for non special 
education children subgroups.  

? Some states use a confidence interval while others do not.  SD and Arizona use 99%, 
Maine uses 95%, Iowa uses 90%, and Minnesota uses a sliding scale of 95-99%. 

? States establish AMOs and the timelines to achieve intermediate goals.  Some states 
are more aggressive in the second half of the timeframe like SD, Texas and Ohio, while 
others spread the achievement out in equal annual increases like Washington, and yet 
others have an increase in 2005 and then another in 2007 and then an annual increase 
until 2014, like Illinois. 

? States establish the starting points and AMOs for each grade span and these can be 
different for each grade span. 

? States have flexibility in determining how many years of data to use in determining AYP.  
SD, Alabama and Tennessee are examples of states that use a uniform averaging 
procedure. 

? States establish what constitutes other academic indicators.  SD uses graduation rates 
and attendance rates but other states can and do use retention rates, achievement 
scores in writing, achievement scores in science, achievement scores in social studies.  
In Georgia, schools can pick from a menu of allowable indicators. 

Specific Aspects of South Dakota’s Accountability Plan 
 
Back loading AMOs 
 
In SD we have established our AMOs in such a way that they are back loaded.  That is to say 
that the AMO increases in the final four years (2011-2014) are approximately twice the increase 
of the first eight years (2003-2010).  This has the effect of making it easier for schools to make 
AYP for the next several years than it would have been if SD had chosen to increase AMOs at 
an equal rate each year.  Since the NCLB Act itself is set to expire in 2008, SD has effectively 
delayed the impact of NCLB’s 100% proficiency goal until after the Act would have to be 
reauthorized.  As mentioned previously, SD is not the only state to have done this and we are 
not saying there is anything wrong with what SD has done.  Rather we just point out that there 
are many things to occur legislatively and politically before SD will have to make the largest, and 
arguably the hardest to achieve, gains in student proficiency. 
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Use of the Confidence Interval and Small Test Group Sizes 
 
Many states have established a minimum subgroup size for assessing and reporting results.  In 
many states this was set to 30 or 40.  In SD with our numerous small schools, the use of such a 
subgroup size would have resulted in a significant number of schools being not assessable 
using test results.  In these cases, an alternate method would have to be used to determine 
AYP.  In SD this method is called the “small school audit” which involves a review of additional 
academic data. 
 
To reduce the number of schools subject to the small school audit and to reduce the likelihood 
of identifying a school as not meeting the AMO when in fact it did, SD established its 
accountability plan using a minimum subgroup size of 10 along with a confidence interval for 
reporting and accountability purposes. 
 
The use of a confidence interval is a statistical concept and a detailed discussion of its usage 
and merits is beyond the scope of this report.  In brief, SD starts from the hypothesis that all 
schools met the AMO.  It is then up to the test results to prove otherwise.   
 
The confidence interval is applied to the actual percentage of proficient/advanced students in a 
subgroup.  If the AMO is within the pass rate including the confidence interval, the subgroup met 
the AMO even though the actual pass rate for the subgroup may have been below the AMO.  In 
SD, the confidence interval is based on 99%.  
 
For example, for 2004 the AMO for elementary math was 45%.  Using the confidence interval 
allows a subgroup of 10 to meet the AMO with only 1 passer (10% pass rate).  A subgroup of 20 
would require 4 passers (20% pass rate) to meet the AMO and a subgroup of 100 would require 
33 passers (33% pass rate) to meet the AMO.  As can be seen, as the subgroup size increases, 
the percentage of students that must pass from that subgroup increases if the subgroup is to 
meet the AMO.  The drawback of this use of the confidence interval is that for the smallest of 
the subgroups, the risk of accepting a subgroup as meeting the AMO when in fact it did not is 
actually quite high.  It is also interesting to note that while a subgroup of 10 with no passers 
would fail meeting the AMO, a subgroup of 9 with no passers would not be considered as failing 
the AMO because the subgroup size is less than 10 and therefore would not be held 
accountable.   
 
As previously stated, SD has established a minimum subgroup size of 10 for reporting in order 
to maintain the confidentiality of the test takers and to reduce the number of schools that would 
require alternate assessment by receiving a small school audit.    While the use of the 
confidence interval and the minimum subgroup size make sense from statistical and practical 
standpoints, they do produce some interesting outcomes when you look at actual testing results 
as discussed in the following paragraphs. 
 
A factor affecting the subgroup size is the number of grades assessed in a school.  Elementary 
schools tend to have the most grades tested with grades 3-5 and sometimes grade 6 being 
tested; middle schools follow closely with grades 6-8 or grades 7-8 being most common.  High 
schools however are assessed only on the 11th grade.  Because of the number of small high 
schools in SD, the minimum subgroup size of 10 precludes many subgroups from being 
assessed even though a number of those subgroups contain students.  The following Table 2.4 
provides a frequency distribution of the number of special education students tested for math in 
2004 by school type.   
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Table 2.4:  2004 Math Assessment 
Special Education Subgroup 
   
Number 

of Number of Schools 
Students High Middle Elementary 
Tested Schools Schools Schools 

0 34 14 51 
1-2 68 33 49 
3-5 41 45 50 
6-9 12 36 39 
10-20 10 23 94 
21-50 5 21 55 
51-100 0 17 4 
101-over 0 0 0 
Totals 170 189 342 

        
Source: Legislative Audit compilation of  
            SDDOE supplied data.   

    
    
As the table 2.4 shows, only 15 high schools had a sufficient number of special education 
students tested to allow that subgroup to be evaluated based on test results.  When one 
considers that for the 2004 math test, 10 of 17 (59%) high schools, 34 of 46 (74%) middle 
schools and 26 of 56 (46%) elementary schools failed to meet the AMO solely because of the 
special education subgroup, it comes as no surprise that the high schools in need of 
improvement list is dominated by large high schools.  It is not that the other schools do not have 
students in the subgroup; it is just that they do not have a sufficient number of students for their 
test results to be reported.  In fact, across all school types, 602 of 701 (86%) schools had at 
least one student in the special education subgroup, but only 229 of these 602 (38%) schools 
had 10 or more in the subgroup.  In total, 7,004 special education students were tested for math 
in 2004 and 5,618 were in schools where the subgroup was 10 or larger.  This leaves 1,386 
special education students in 373 schools that were in subgroups too small to be held 
accountable.  (See Appendix C for table showing AYP determinations by school type, subject 
and subgroup.)  According to the SDDOE, only 18 schools will be receiving a small school audit 
in the coming year.   
 
Going forward, increases in the AMO and the use of the confidence interval will affect the 
number of students that must pass at a greater rate than the increase in the AMO.  For 
example, in 2011 when the AMO for elementary math has risen from 45% to 73% (a 62% 
increase), a subgroup of 10 that in 2004 only needed 1 passer to meet AMO will need 4 passers 
(40%) or a four fold increase to meet the AMO.  Comparatively, a subgroup of 100 which 
required 33 passers in 2004 will need 63 (63%) passers or approximately a two fold increase to 
meet the AMO.  (See table on page 7 for the annual incremental increases in AMO.) 
 
Because of the back loading of the AMOs, the subgroup minimum size of 10 and the confidence 
interval, the risk of small schools and particularly small high schools, being added to the in need 
of improvement list is much lower than for the larger middle and high schools.  This will change 
somewhat as the AMOs begin to approach the ultimate goal of 100%. However, as stated 
earlier, the NCLB Act itself expires in 2008 and much can happen between now and then. 
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It is important to note here that the SDDOE by establishing the minimum subgroup size of 10 
and using the confidence interval has minimized the risk that a school would be identified as in 
need of improvement when in fact it is not.  By establishing the back loaded AMOs, the SDDOE 
has significantly delayed the potential punitive effects of NCLB for a majority of SD’s schools.  
Considering the small size of a majority of SD’s schools and the subgroups within those schools 
and the fact that NCLB’s assessment requirements rely almost entirely on the results of a single 
test each year from these small groups, these decisions by the SDDOE seem to have been 
prudent.   



 

16 

CHAPTER II - NCLB PROGRAMS AND FUNDING 
 
Title I 
 
The State of SD is responsible for providing a free public education system as specified in the 
South Dakota Constitution.   Article 8, Section § 1 states:  Uniform system of free public 
schools: 
 

The stability of a republican form of government depending on the morality and 
intelligence of the people, it shall be the duty of the Legislature to establish and maintain 
a general and uniform system of public schools wherein tuition shall be without charge, 
and equally open to all; and to adopt all suitable means to secure to the people the 
advantages and opportunities of education.  

 
Under NCLB and prior ESEA authorizations, Title I was and is the largest educational program 
designed to assist disadvantaged children.  Funding under Title I is intended to improve learning 
for students at risk of educational failure by providing instruction and instructional support to 
disadvantaged children so they can master challenging curricula and meet state standards in 
core academic subjects .  
 
The USDOE provides Title I, Part A funds to each State Education Agency (SEA) (SDDOE) with 
specific amounts allocated to each LEA through a statutory formula based primarily on the 
number of children ages 5 through 17 from low-income families.  This number is augmented by 
annually collected counts of children ages 5 through 17 in foster homes, locally operated 
institutions for neglected and delinquent children, and families above poverty that receive 
assistance under Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, adjusted to account for costs of 
education in each state. The funding formula for the Basic grant is basically the number of 
eligible children times the state’s adjusted per pupil expenditure times 40 percent.  The 
authorization amounts for Concentration Grants are calculated the same way as Basic grants.  
For Targeted Grants, which is a new grant category under NCLB, a weighted eligibility count is 
multiplied by the states’ adjusted per pupil expenditure.  This is to assure a larger portion of the 
targeted funding goes to LEAs with the greatest needs and costs.  The Education Finance 
Incentive Grant (EFIG), which is also new under NCLB, goes to the state and is the product of 
the state’s number of eligible children multiplied by its adjusted per pupil expenditure times its 
effort factor minus 1.3 times its equity factor.   The EFIG is designed to reward LEAs in states 
that devote a greater percentage of income per capita to elementary and secondary education 
(effort factor) and to reward LEAs in states that have the least amount of disparity between high-
spending and low-spending LEAs (equity factor).   
 
In Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2003, the State’s allocation for each type of grant under Title I, 
Part A was as follows: 
 
 Basic Grants     $17,744,098 
 Concentration Grants   $  3,127,115 
 Targeted Grants   $  5,787,378 
 Education Finance Incentive Grants  $  5,342,195 
 
Funding in excess of the amount appropriated in FFY 2001 ($8.76 billion) was dedicated to be 
awarded under Targeted or EFIG grants.  As a result, more funding was being targeted to the 
schools that had higher poverty levels and the targeted formula increases the size of the grants 
per poor child as the percentage of economically disadvantaged children in a school increases.  
States with large populations of high poverty students receive significantly more funding.   SD 
received an increase in funding, whereas, states including Kansas, Maine, Massachusetts, 
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Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, New Hampshire, New Jersey, North Dakota and Pennsylvania 
are projected to experience a decrease in Title I funding.a  
 
The following table details the types of grants, funding formula, criteria for the grant and funding 
issues relating to Title I – Part A. 
 

Table 3.1: Title I Funding Formula, Eligibility, Funding Total 
        

Type of Grant Federal Formula Eligibility Criteria Funding issues 
BASIC 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

Number of formula children times  40% 
of the average per-pupil expenditure in 
the state but not less than 32% or more 
than 48% of the average per pupil 
expenditure Beginning in 2002, this 
Census Data had to be updated 
annually instead of every other year.  
This introduced volatility into the 
formula. 

An LEA has to have 10 or more 
eligible children AND the number 
of eligible children is more than 2% 
of the total LEA's 5-17 year old 
school-age population. 
  
  
  

An amount equal to the amount  
made available to make BASIC 
grants to states in FFY2001 shall 
be made using this formula. 
  
   
  
  
  

CONCENTRATION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Calculated the same way as Basic. 
The state will receive the lesser of: 
a) .25 percent of the total amount 
allocated to states under this grant in 
FFY 2001, plus .35 percent of the 
total amount allocated to states  under 
this grant in excess of the amount 
allocated in FFY 2001. OR 
b) The average of: 
The amount calculated in (a) 
above, and the greater of: 
$340,000; or  
The number of formula children times 
150% of the national average per-pupil 
payment made with funds available 
under this grant section. 

If an LEA qualified for BASIC 
grant, and if the number of eligible 
children exceeds 6500 or 15% of 
the total number of children aged 
5-17 in the LEA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

An amount equal to the amount 
made available to make 
Concentration grants to states  in 
FFY 2001 shall be made using 
this formula. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TARGETED 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

Weighted child count (basically the 
higher percentage of formula children 
in a LEA the higher the weight given to 
that population) times the 40% of the 
average per pupil expenditure in the 
state.  This weighting ranges from 1.0 
to 4.0, increasing in increments  as the 
number of formula children increases in 
a LEA. 

An LEA has at least 10 eligible 
children and these eligible children 
make up at least 5 % of the total 
number of children aged 5-17 in 
the LEA. 
  
  
   
  

.35% of the total amount  
available to carry out this 
section, OR 
the average of .35 % of the 
amount allocated for this section; 
and, 150%  of the national 
average grant under this section 
per child multiplies by the 
number of eligible children. 

EDUCATION 
FINANCE 
INCENTIVE 
GRANTS 
  
  
  
  
  

Number of formula children times  
not less than 34% or more than  
46% of the average per pupil cost  
times a states effort factor times  1.3 
minus such state's equity 
  
  
  
  

An LEA has at least 10 eligible 
children and these eligible children   
make up at least 5 % of the 
total number of children aged 5-17 
in the LEA. 
  
  
  
  

.35% of the total amount  
available to carry out this 
section,  
OR 
the average of .35 % of the 
amount allocated for this section; 
and, 150% of the national 
average grant under this section 
per child multiplies by the 
number of eligible children 

Formula children = children between the ages of 5 to 17 from families below the poverty level; neglected and delinquent children; foster 
care children; and, children in correctional institutions. 

 
 

                                                 
a Title I Funds:  Who’s Gaining, Who’s Losing & Why, Thomas W. Fagan and Nancy L. Kober, June 2004, 
Center on Education Policy 
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To receive Title I funds, the SDDOE submits a consolidated plan to USDOE.  Funding for each 
LEA is then determined by USDOE and the allocations are made.  The SDDOE receives these 
allocations and adjusts them following federal requirements for each LEA which takes into 
account movements of children, consolidation, closures of schools, hold harmless, and 
allowable administrative costs and mandated set asides, etc.  States are required to reserve 4 
percent in FFY 2004 and thereafter (prior percentage was 2 percent) of Title I, Part A allocations 
for school improvement purposes.  For SD in State Fiscal Year (SFY) 2004 that calculation was 
$32,000,786 times 2 percent equaled $640,015.  Out of this 2 percent, States must distribute 95 
percent of these funds to LEAs for schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or 
restructuring.  For SD in SFY 2004 that calculation was $640,015 times 95 percent equaled 
$608,015.  In allocating these funds to LEAs, the SDDOE must give and did give priority to 
LEAs that: (1) serve the lowest-achieving students; (2) demonstrate the greatest need for the 
funds; and (3) demonstrate the strongest commitment to ensuring that the funds will be used to 
enable the lowest-achieving schools to meet their progress goals through their process of 
awarding these funds.  The state is therefore allowed to retain 5 percent of the 2 percent to 
provide services to help schools in need of improvement.  For SD in SFY 2004 that calculation 
was $640,015 times 5 percent equaled $32,000.  The state uses those funds to help provide 
services to schools in need of improvement such as technical services and training conferences 
for schools identified as in need of improvement. 
 
States are allowed to reserve up to 1 percent of the allocations under Title I, Parts A, C, 
(Migrant) and D (Neglected and Delinquent) or a minimum of $400,000, whichever is greater, for 
state administrative purposes.  SDDOE uses the $400,000 minimum and prorates the 
differences to each of the programs as follows: 
 
 Title I, Part A          $32,000,786 x 1.21%= $387,267 
 Part C Migrant             $821,827 x 1.21%=    $9,945 
 Part D Neg. & Del.       $230,348 x 1.21%=    $2,788 
 
Once Local Education Agencies (LEA) (School Districts in SD) receive their allocations, they in 
turn allocate Title I funds to eligible schools based on the number of children from low-income 
families residing within the school district area.  A school at or above 40 percent poverty may 
use Title I, Part A funds to operate a school wide program to update the instructional program in 
the whole school.  Title I funding is meant to supplement state and local funding and not 
supplant (replace) state or local funds.   
 
Title I schools identified for improvement are required to reserve at least 10 percent of their Title 
I, Part A funds for professional development that directly addresses the problems that led to 
identification for improvement. These schools are also required to provide students attending 
these schools with the option of attending another public school within the district that is not 
identified for improvement.  The LEAs must provide or pay for transportation to the new school.  
In general, unless a lesser amount is needed to provide choice-related transportation or satisfy 
all requests for supplemental educational services, the district must spend the equivalent of 20 
percent of its Title I, Part A allocation on these activities.  Of this 20 percent, the school district 
shall spend 5 percent for choice-related transportation and 5 percent for supplemental services.  
The district has the flexibility to determine how to allocate the remaining 10 percent between 
transportation and supplemental services.  Districts can pay for choice-related transportation 
and supplemental services with their Title I funds, or they can use other allowable federal, state, 
local, or private revenues.  However, LEAs may not reduce allocations to schools identified for 
corrective action or restructuring by more than 15 percent. 
 
LEAs are also required to use at least 5 percent of their Title I, Part A funds to ensure that all 
teachers are highly qualified by the end of the 2005-2006 school year. 
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NCLB Revenues 
 
The federal government has provided SD with considerable financial assistance under NCLB.  
Total federal funding for NCLB in SD has increased from $82.3 million in FFY 2001 (Pre-NCLB) to 
an estimated $122.1 million in 2005 or a 48.3% increase since the implementation of NCLB, as 
shown in Table 3.2. 
   

Table 3.2:  U.S. Department of Education NCLB Funding to South Dakota 
FFY 2000 - 2005 

FFY 2000 FFY 2001 FFY 2002 FFY 2003 FFY 2004 FFY 2005 Increase

Fed Funding Fed Funding Fed Funding Fed Funding Fed Funding Fed Funding (Decrease)

Federal Program Actual Actual Actual Actual Estimate Estimate Since FFY 2001

ESEA Title I Grants to Local Educational Agencies 20,076,595$      21,817,001$      27,405,068$       32,000,786$      34,621,911$       38,072,931$        16,255,930$                

Reading First State Grants -                         -                         2,274,311           2,384,319          2,450,354           2,675,250            2,675,250                    

Even Start 697,500             1,122,500          1,127,500           1,120,106          1,113,439           -                           (1,122,500)                   

State Agency Program--Migrant 846,051             773,508             821,827              821,827             816,668              816,668               43,160                         

State Agency Program--Neglected and Delinquent 253,250             236,952             231,938              230,348             228,154              228,155               (8,797)                          

Comprehensive School Reform (Title I) 426,951             514,500             558,125              554,418             559,831              -                           (514,500)                      

Impact Aid Basic Support Payments* 25,031,349        36,584,649        38,053,617         39,051,937        41,388,487         43,103,119          6,518,470                    

Impact Aid Payments for Children with Disabilities* 1,046,045          1,454,802          1,324,910           1,313,696          1,461,351           1,461,349            6,547                           

Impact Aid Construction* 356,585             319,956             548,484              679,727             760,857              786,395               466,439                       

Improving Teacher Quality State Grants** 7,750,561          9,789,069          13,567,163         13,965,246        13,961,804         13,961,803          4,172,734                    

Mathematics and Science Partnerships -                         -                         -                          499,218             741,850              745,575               745,575                       

Educational Technology State Grants 2,125,000          2,250,000          3,075,155           3,214,970          3,304,308           3,337,646            1,087,646                    

21st Century Community Learning Centers -                         -                         1,522,706           2,755,958          4,895,445           4,895,443            4,895,443                    

State Grants for Innovative Programs 1,815,949          1,911,525          1,911,525           1,899,100          1,472,363           1,472,366            (439,159)                      

State Assessments -                         -                         3,591,254           3,619,087          3,615,843           3,642,340            3,642,340                    

Rural and Low-income Schools Program -                         -                         84,394                16,730               16,748                16,748                 16,748                         

Small, Rural School Achievement Program -                         -                         1,534,799           947,546             948,051              948,051               948,051                       

State Grants for Community Service for Expelled or

  Suspended Students -                         -                         250,000              248,375             -                          -                           -                                   

Indian Education--Grants to Local Educational Agencies* 1,898,400          3,249,032          3,197,032           3,205,897          3,206,503           3,206,515            (42,517)                        

Fund for the Improvement of Education--Comprehensive

  School Reform 139,467             139,467             206,644              205,300             194,286              -                           (139,467)                      

Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities State Grants 2,142,933          2,142,933          2,307,865           2,292,555          2,152,629           2,152,631            9,698                           

Language Acquisition State Grants -                         -                         500,000              500,000             525,460              563,578               563,578                       

     Total, All of the Above Programs, which constitute the

                      No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 64,606,636$      82,305,894$      104,094,317$     111,527,146$    118,436,342$     122,086,563$      39,780,669$                

27.40% 26.47% 7.14% 6.20% 3.08% 48.33%

* = Direct federal funding to schools. Percent Increase

** = Includes funding for Eisenhower Professional Development Grants and Class Size Reduction in FFY 2000 and FFY 2001. Since FFY 2001

Sources: U.S. DOE web site and SDDOE personnel.

Percent Increase From Prior FFY            

PRE NCLB POST NCLB

 
In FFY 2004, SD received $118 million through formulas prescribed in NCLB, as shown in Table 
3.3.   From this $118 million allocation, the federal government made available nearly $35 million for 
school districts’ Title I, Part A programs, nearly $44 million for Title VIII – Impact Aid and $39 million 
for 17 other NCLB programs.  Regarding Impact Aid, preliminary information from the school annual 
financial report database for SFY 2004 indicates that approximately $80.7 million of fund equity 
exists in funds at various schools that receive Impact Aid.  Table 3.3 describes the ten largest 
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programs.  Table 3.3 also shows that SD is projected to receive $3.6 million more in FFY 2005 than 
in 2004.  
 

Table 3.3:  Major NCLB Programs and Funding 
 South Dakota’s Funding 

NCLB 
Title 
And part 

 
 

Program Name 

 
 

Purpose 

 
 

How SD is using the funds  

FFY 2004 
(in 

Millions) 

FFY 2005 
(in 

Millions) 
Title I, 
Part A 

Grants to Local 
Educational Agencies 

Ensure that all children, 
particularly the disadvantaged, 
have the opportunity to obtain a 
high quality education and reach 
proficiency. 

Supplementary educational services in 
reading and math to students who are most at 
risk of failing.  $420,000 was spent on State 
Administration in SFY 2004 and the rest 
flowed through to the schools. 

$34.6 $38.1 

Title I, 
Part B, 
Subpart 1 

Reading First Help ensure that every child can 
read at or above grade level 
through the implementation of 
instructional programs, 
assessments, and professional 
development. 

Instructional reading assessments, reading 
instruction, teacher training.  20% is spent for 
State Level Activities and 80% flows through 
to the schools. 

2.5 2.7 

Title II, 
Part A 

Improving Teacher 
Quality 

Increase student achievement by 
elevating teacher and principal 
quality through recruitment, hiring, 
and retention strategies. 

Teacher training and class size reduction.  
1% is spent on State Administration, 2.5% on 
State Level Activities, 2.5% on Higher 
Education Activities, and the remaining 94% 
flows through to the schools. 

14.0 14.0 

Title II, 
Part D 

Educational 
Technology 

Improve student academic 
achievement through the use of 
technology, and assist every 
student to become technologically 
literate. 

Acquiring educational technology and teacher 
training.  5% is spent on State Administration 
and the remaining 95% flows through to the 
schools. 

3.3 3.3 

Title IV, 
Part A, 
Subpart 1 

Safe and Drug-Free 
Schools and 
Communities 

Prevent violence in and around 
schools; prevent illegal use of 
alcohol, drugs, and tobacco; and 
foster safe and drug-free learning 
environments. 

Programs designed to prevent violence and 
illegal drug use.  3% is spent on State 
Administration, 4% on State Level Activities, 
and the remaining 93% flows through to the 
schools. 

2.2 2.2 

Title IV, 
Part B 

21st Century 
Community 
Learning Centers 

Provide services, during non-
school hours or periods, to 
students and their families for 
academic enrichment, including 
tutorial and other services. 

Before and after school programs, &  summer  
programs.  2% is spent on State 
Administration, 3% on Sate Level Activities, 
and the remaining 95% flows through to the 
schools.   

4.9 4.9 

Title V, 
Part A 

Innovative Programs  Assist local education reform 
efforts that are consistent with and 
support statewide reform efforts. 

Broad scope of 27 innovative programs.  
2.25% is spent on State Administration, 
12.75% on State Level Activities, and the 
remaining 85% flows through to the schools. 

1.5 1.5 

Title VI, 
Part A, 
Subpart 1 

State Assessments Help states develop the 
assessments required under 
NCLB. 

Development of the State’s academic 
assessment system. All funds are spent at 
the State level. 

3.6 3.6 

Title VII Indian Education 
Grants to Local 
Education Agencies  

Supports the efforts to meet the 
unique educational and culturally 
related academic needs of 
American Indian and Alaska 
Native students. 

Direct federal funding to the local school 
districts to assist Indian students in meeting 
State content and performance standards  

3.2 3.2 

Title VIII Impact Aid Provide financial assistance to 
school districts that contain 
federal property, which is exempt 
from local property taxes. 

Direct federal funding to the local school 
districts to provide general aid to affected  
school districts  

43.6 45.4 

Other 
Titles 
And Parts 

Other NCLB 
programs that provide 
formula 
Funding 

Carry out other NCLB activities. Primarily 90-95% flow through to the schools. 5.0 3.2 

Total NCLB Formula Funding 118.4 122.1 
 
NOTE: Congress appropriated these funds for FFYs 2004 and 2005, but the funds were made available in SD for SFYs 2005 and 2006. 
The 2005 and 2006 figures are preliminary estimates by the USDOE and are subject to change. 
 
SOURCE:  Compiled by the Department of Legislative Audit from information contained in (1) USDOE, Office of Elementary and 
Secondary Education, No Child Left Behind: A Desktop Reference 2002 (Washington, D.C., 2002); and (2) USDOE, “Funds for State 
Formula-Allocated and Selected Student Aid Programs,” http://www.ed.gov/about/overview/budget/statetables/05stbystate.pdf, accessed 
August 31, 2004 and (3) SDDOE Staff. 
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While the financial assistance provided under NCLB is considerable, NCLB funding represents 
a relatively small portion of school districts’ total revenues.  Statewide, SD’s NCLB funding for 
SFY 2003 accounted for approximately 9.8% of school districts’ total revenues, and the Title I, 
Part A portion accounted for only 2.8%.  In comparison, General Fund State Aid accounted for 
28.9% of school districts’ total revenues and Special Education State Aid accounted for 4.4%.b 
 
Federal funding under NCLB plays a greater role in some districts than others.  For example, 
the Dupree school district received $1,535 in Title I, Part A funding per K-12 student in SFY 
2003, which accounts for roughly 9 % of the district’s total revenues.b  At the other extreme, 
Brandon Valley school district received $18 per K-12 student or about .3% of the school 
districts’ total revenues.b  The variation occurs because NCLB bases each district’s allocation on 
its poverty level. 
 
The federal government has given states more ESEA-related funding under NCLB and has also 
granted states greater flexibility in the use of these funds.  Under NCLB, states can transfer up 
to 50 percent of their non-administrative funds from five ESEA programs (Improving Teacher 
Quality, Educational Technology, Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities, 21st Century 
Community Learning Centers, and Innovative Programs) to the Title 1, Part A program.  States 
can also transfer funds among these programs.  School districts can also transfer between 
these programs except they can not transfer 21st Century Community Learning Center program 
funds and LEA’s in need for improvement are restricted to transferring 30 percent and LEA’s in 
corrective action status are not allowed to transfer any funds between programs. 
 
Title I allocations (See Appendix D) made by the SDDOE over the time period of SFY 1999 
through SFY 2003 involved 167 entities excluding those schools that closed, consolidated, 
combined, contracting districts, Coop’s etc.  Of those 167 entities, 40 experienced a decrease in 
their allocation with Edmunds Central School District decreasing $37,576 with an ADM of 175 
and the smallest decrease was experienced by Hill City School District of $183 with an ADM of 
563.  The driving factor behind Title I allocations within a school district is the number of 
economically disadvantaged children within each school district as determined by the US 
Department of Commerce, Census Bureau.  These numbers are generally lagging several years 
in that the 2000 data is used for 2004 allocations.  The old ESEA formula used the same census 
data for two years while the NCLB changed this to allow for annual update of the census data.   
 
127 school districts experienced an increase in Title I allocations over this time period of 1999 - 
2003.  The increases were as little as $249 at Harrold School District to $1,576,156 at Rapid 
City School District. 
 
In relation to dollars per ADM from all federal revenue sources recognized by SD schools, only 
8 school districts experienced a decrease in dollars per ADM over this time period.  Two of the 
decreases were a result of wide swings from year to year in the dollar amount of Impact Aid 
funding recognized as revenue by the school.  One decrease was a result of an extremely small 
ADM which had declined all the way down to less than 5 ADM in 2003.  Four of the decreases 
experienced were only slight decreases in their dollars per ADM and the cause could not be 
readily determined.   One school district (Tri-Valley) that experienced a decrease in federal 
dollars per ADM had its ADM more than double over this time period from 316 to 801 ADM. 
(See Appendix E and F).  

                                                 
b The data for the districts’ revenue are from the SDDOE School Annual Financial Report Datatbase. 
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Trends in ADM (See Appendix G) and revenue were reviewed.  ADM has been declining 
steadily over the time period reviewed (1999-2003) for most SD school districts.  During this 
time frame, total ADM for all schools decreased 6,600 ADM from 130,400 to 123,740 ADM.  
However; approximately 30 school districts realized a growth in their ADM during this time 
period.  The majority of the increase occurred primarily in 3 areas around the state.  Those 
areas were: (1) Sioux Falls area, (2) Dakota Dunes area, and (3) Douglas School District.  Sioux 
Falls School District by itself accounted for 47% of all increases while 68.5% of all increases 
were in the Sioux Falls area. 
 
The following Table 3.4 identifies revenues recognized by schools over the past five SFYs.  
While revenues continue to increase from local, state and federal sources, the percentage of the 
total revenue recognized by the schools by category has remained fairly constant with “other 
federal revenue sources” showing a slight increase in its significance to the overall funding 
picture of our schools. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Table 3.4: School Revenues by Broad Category 
Percent Percent of

of Total
FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 FY 2003 5 Year Total 5 year Total FY 2003

Local Revenues Sources 405,978,581.71$    418,083,011.88$       411,634,678.26$     410,166,979.34$      439,729,829.05$      2,085,593,080.24$      50.68% 49.42%

General State Aid 236,110,341.69$    234,699,266.06$       250,172,715.72$     268,213,302.86$      257,528,070.16$      1,246,723,696.49$      30.30% 28.94%

Special Education State Aid 33,850,726.19$      34,902,191.77$         34,678,119.55$       38,023,915.35$        38,891,219.78$        180,346,172.64$         4.38% 4.37%

Other State Revenue Sources 22,356,556.54$      21,293,563.73$         21,116,820.04$       22,449,422.57$        23,067,783.02$        110,284,145.90$         2.68% 2.59%

Title I-Part A 19,201,311.29$      19,731,055.29$         19,857,092.40$       20,796,960.05$        24,950,053.12$        104,536,472.15$         2.54% 2.80%

Federal Impact Aid 24,362,109.46$      33,353,623.59$         22,274,523.45$       30,066,541.20$        37,356,880.85$        147,413,678.55$         3.58% 4.20%

Federal Impact Aid - Buildings 133,938.50$           39,392.00$                104,819.00$            1,479,449.09$          1,886,390.12$          3,643,988.71$             0.09% 0.21%

Improving Teacher Quality -$                        -$                           -$                        -$                          7,721,924.78$          7,721,924.78$             0.19% 0.87%

Other Federal Revenue Sources 19,633,653.69$      23,855,207.88$         30,714,505.65$       37,038,339.09$        42,711,748.36$        153,953,454.67$         3.74% 4.80%

Enhancing Education Through Technology 274,113.66$           1,178,372.60$           1,318,996.02$         973,975.44$             1,937,101.54$          5,682,559.26$             0.14% 0.22%

Indian Education - Title IX 1,342,329.95$        1,449,626.41$           1,345,745.76$         1,779,765.63$          2,038,229.15$          7,955,696.90$             0.19% 0.23%

Bilingual Education 2,216,350.04$        2,009,018.09$           1,875,348.80$         1,808,379.86$          1,803,485.31$          9,712,582.10$             0.24% 0.20%

Innovative Education 1,450,376.71$        1,534,123.32$           1,500,765.38$         1,566,391.53$          1,735,088.77$          7,786,745.71$             0.19% 0.19%

Safe and Drug Free Schools 1,815,472.18$        1,935,715.98$           1,671,745.91$         1,782,777.61$          2,075,501.11$          9,281,212.79$             0.23% 0.23%

Class Size Reduction and Eisenhower 1,053,125.07$        5,208,215.15$           6,683,177.66$         8,608,440.04$          4,305,089.04$          25,858,046.96$           0.63% 0.48%

Miscellaneous Revenues 1,412,272.78$        587,667.66$              530,649.91$            3,843,964.72$          2,084,796.35$          8,459,351.42$             0.21% 0.23%

Total 771,191,259.46$    799,860,051.41$       805,479,703.51$     848,598,604.38$      889,823,190.51$      4,114,952,809.27$      100.00% 100.00%

Dollar Increase over Prior Year 28,668,791.95$         5,619,652.10$         43,118,900.87$        41,224,586.13$        
Less Impact Aid 33,353,623.59$         22,274,523.45$       30,066,541.20$        37,356,880.85$        

Less Impact Aid - Buildings 39,392.00$                104,819.00$            1,479,449.09$          1,886,390.12$          
Net Dollar Increase excluding Impact Aid (4,724,223.64)$          (16,759,690.35)$     11,572,910.58$        1,981,315.16$          

Fund Sources Included in this analysis:  General Fund
Capital Outlay Fund

Source: SDDOE School Annual Financial Report Database Impact Aid Fund (FY 2003 Only)
Other Special Revenue Funds
Pension Fund
Special Education Fund

Totals by Fiscal Year
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CHAPTER 3 - NCLB COSTS 
 
Historical Expenditures from NCLB Funding Sources 
 
Commensurate with the added funding provided to the SDDOE and LEA’s as discussed in the 
previous chapter is the corresponding increase in the expenditure levels resulting from that 
increase in funding availability. 
 
Expenditures from NCLB funding sources excluding Impact Aid increased over $6.6 million or 
approximately 16% over 2002 levels while overall statewide total expenditures from NCLB 
funding sources increased over $14 million or 19.6% in SFY 2003. In SFY 2004, expenditures 
continued to increase for most of the key NCLB programs. For example, Title I, Part A 
expenditures increased from $23.7 million in SFY 2003 to $30.4 million in SFY 2004 and the 
State Assessments program increased from $175 thousand in SFY 2003 to $2.0 million in SFY 
2004. (See Table 4.1).  
 

Table 4.1: Expenditures From NCLB Funding Sources– Statewide   
State SFY 1999 – 2004  

SFY 1999 SFY 2000 SFY 2001 SFY 2002 SFY 2003 SFY 2004

Federal Program Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual Actual

ESEA Title I Grants to Local Educational Agencies 19,616,547$     19,725,428$   19,832,876$   20,233,085$  23,692,674$   30,408,985$    

Reading First State Grants -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         186,733             

Even Start 510,308            365,724           401,289            1,030,084        1,124,409         1,181,205           

State Agency Program--Migrant 676,168            684,065           796,269           955,801            1,000,165         959,639            

State Agency Program--Neglected and Delinquent 188,654            151,000             308,377           268,454           216,715             234,106             

Comprehensive School Reform (Title I) 777                   155,710             449,210            416,402            600,514            843,096            

Impact Aid Basic Support Payments* 22,516,640      32,501,793      20,129,704      28,046,138      35,837,241      Not Available

Impact Aid Payments for Children with Disabilities* 1,845,469        851,830            2,144,820        2,020,403       1,519,640         Not Available

Impact Aid Construction* 133,939            39,392             104,819             1,479,449        1,886,390        Not Available

Improving Teacher Quality State Grants** 1,755,499        4,531,564        8,062,598       8,848,612        11,706,201        13,769,171         

Mathematics and Science Partnerships -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         27,471               

Educational Technology State Grants 154,197             2,320,052       2,926,071        3,320,556       908,880           1,145,128           

21st Century Community Learning Centers -                         -                         -                         -                         6,143                 825,990            

State Grants for Innovative Programs 1,644,285        1,658,508        1,891,928         1,769,218         2,054,865       2,011,519           

State Assessments -                         -                         -                         -                         175,191              1,959,299         

Rural and Low-income Schools Program -                         -                         -                         -                         27,453             51,312                

Small, Rural School Achievement Program -                         -                         9,770                696,322           1,102,573         951,285             

State Grants for Community Service for Expelled or

  Suspended Students -                         -                         -                         -                         -                         423,701             

Indian Education--Grants to Local Educational Agencies* 1,286,294        1,394,208        1,291,134          1,779,766        2,038,229       Not Available

Fund for the Improvement of Education--Comprehensive

  School Reform 21,853              22,298             25,894             107,304            576,835           844,809            

Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities State Grants 2,281,456        2,784,178        2,497,880       2,103,233        2,582,092       2,454,874        

Language Acquisition State Grants*** 101,438             42,689             96,013              57,669             405,019            530,453            

     Total, All of the Above Programs, which constitute the

                      No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 52,733,524$   67,228,439$  60,968,652$  73,132,496$   87,461,229$    

27.5% -9.3% 20.0% 19.6%

* = Direct federal funding to schools.

** = Includes expenditures for Eisenhower Professional Development Grants and Class Size Reduction.

*** =Includes expenditures for Billingual Education.

Sources: USDOE web site; SFY 1999 through SFY 2004 DLA's Schedule of Expenditures of Federal Awards; and, SDDOE School Annual Financial Report

Percent  Increase From Prior  SFY            

PRE NCLB POST NCLB
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Issues Involved in Estimating NCLB Costs 
 
As indicated in our Purpose and Scope of Review statement at the beginning of this report, 
there are so many variables and unknowns that we cannot reasonably estimate what it will cost 
the State and local school districts of SD to fully implement NCLB.  That being said, NCLB will 
likely have a significant fiscal impact on SD’s educational system over the next decade based 
on (1) our research and review of other cost studies on NCLB, (2) discussions with local school 
district business officers and SDDOE staff, and (3) our superintendents’ survey.  
 
The State of Minnesota’s, Office of Legislative Auditor report entitled Evaluation Report- No 
Child Left Behind stated that “Identifying and estimating NCLB-related costs is very challenging 
and can be quite subjective.”  It went on to report: 

1. “The existing information system provided a limited basis for attributing state and 
local expenditures to NCLB. 

2. Many NCLB-required activities have not yet been undertaken. 
3. State and district officials had a difficult time deciding which costs to attribute to 

NCLB.” 
 

These same issues exist in SD.  The SD school accounting system does not track NCLB 
expenditures separately.  Because NCLB is only in its second year, many of the costs relating to 
school choice, transportation, supplemental educational services, corrective action and 
restructuring are just beginning to be encountered by schools in need of improvement.  School 
officials also have a difficult time deciding what activity or part of an activity can or would be 
attributable to NCLB versus pre NCLB requirements. 
 
There is also a difference in what types of costs are being measured. Attempting to determine 
the dollar cost of compliance with the requirements of NCLB is different than attempting to 
determine the costs of achieving the goals of NCLB.  For example, costs incurred: to align the 
state’s assessments with the educational content standards; reporting the results of the 
assessments to the parents of the children; sending letters to parents of children in schools in 
need of improvement; transportation of school choice children; and, professional development 
of teachers are examples of costs incurred by states to comply with the requirements of the law.  
If a state does not do these items, the Secretary of the USDOE can withhold a percentage or all 
of the administrative funding a state was allocated.  On the other hand, costs incurred to 
achieve the goal of the NCLB,(all children being proficient in math and reading by 2013-2014), 
include such things as: hiring more highly qualified teachers; new technology; realigned 
curricula; restructured schools; new staff and management; etc.  If a school or state does not 
achieve the goals of NCLB, there are no likely federal fiscal ramifications as long as the district 
and school are doing something to improve student proficiency.  The Act itself states: 

SEC. 9527. PROHIBITIONS ON FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND USE OF FEDERAL FUNDS. 

(a) GENERAL PROHIBITION- Nothing in this Act shall be construed to authorize an 
officer or employee of the Federal Government to mandate, direct, or control a State, 
local educational agency, or school's curriculum, program of instruction, or allocation 
of State or local resources, or mandate a State or any subdivision thereof to spend 
any funds not paid for under this Act or incur any costs. 

 
The State has a constitutional responsibility to provide a uniform system of schools free of 
charge to secure its people the opportunities and advantages of education.  In compliance with 
the requirements of IASA prior to the NCLB Act, SD had established a definition of AYP for Title 
I schools that included 5% annual growth in reading and math proficiency for grades 4, 8, and 
11.  Although this was set for Title I schools, the constitution requires a uniform system of 
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education for the State.  Arguably then, our system of education should have been expected to 
produce 5% improvement in math or reading proficiency for all students annually and that 
eventually (albeit perhaps not on the same time table as NCLB) our proficiency levels would 
have approached 100%.  Ironically, if you take our 2003 AMO for K-8 math of 60% (under 
NCLB) and improve this by 5% per year (the old IASA goal), you end up with 100% proficiency 
in 2014 the same goal as NCLB itself. 
 
The point here is that in order to compute the costs of achieving NCLB’s goals, you first have to 
determine what the State’s own goals were and then attribute the cost of getting from that point 
to 100% proficiency as the cost of NCLB.  Since there were no stated proficiency goals for all 
students in SD prior to NCLB that we are aware of, there is no cost base from which to build the 
additional costs to be attributed to achieving the goals of NCLB. 
 
NCLB Cost Areas 
  
We gathered information on NCLB costs that may impact the State and/or the local school 
districts of SD.  Although we do not offer a dollar estimate of NCLB costs, we do identify the 
expenditure areas that NCLB will most significantly affect.  In our opinion these are (1) 
Development and Administration of Student Assessment/Testing; (2) Remediation Costs; (3) 
Compliance with Requirements Concerning Teacher and Paraprofessional Qualifications; and 
(4) Sanctions and Services for Low-Performing Schools.  More detail on these cost areas 
follows. 
 
1.  Development and Administration of Student Assessment/Testing 

 
NCLB requires states to implement a wide range of annual student assessments 
including reading and math assessments for each grade level between 3rd and 8th and 
once during the high school grades.  
 
Improving American Schools Act (IASA) – the 1994 reauthorization of ESEA -already 
required states to develop comprehensive academic standards with curriculum-based 
tests that were to be administered annually at three grade levels, in both reading and 
math.  Segregating costs that are strictly incremental to the new requirements of NCLB 
is very difficult.  Since IASA already required testing in one grade in each grade span of 
3-5, 6-9, 10-12, in math and English, only the costs incurred in developing, 
administering, scoring and reporting tests and test results for the additional 4 tests 
(grade 3, 5 6, and 7) can be attributable to NCLB.   However, determining AYP was 
previously only required to be performed on Title I schools whereas under NCLB, all 
schools now must be included in the state’s statewide accountability system. These are 
examples where it would be easier to isolate costs compared to other areas of NCLB 
where the distinction is much more difficult to discern. 
 
The majority of the costs associated with developing the new tests were paid for by the 
SDDOE.  In regards to costs already incurred to comply with NCLB, the SDDOE 
contracted with Harcourt to develop, distribute and administer the Dakota State Test of 
Educational Progress (STEP) tests.  This includes scoring the tests and providing the 
data for report cards mandated by NCLB.  Also, the SDDOE contracted with the Buros 
Institute of the University of Nebraska-Lincoln to align Dakota STEP so that it would 
accurately measure the achievement of the students.  Buros Institute was also 
contracted with to conduct a standards setting process with the SDDOE to establish 
achievement levels for reading and math, grades 3-8 and 11.  The SDDOE received a 
separate federal grant (State Assessments) of approximately $3.6 million dollars per 
year for FFYs 2002, 2003, 2004 and projected for FFY 2005, to develop and administer 
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the tests. Funding for both the Harcourt and Buros Institute contracts comes from the 
State Assessments grant.  As of June 30, 2004, approximately $2.13 million has been 
expended on this area.  Money from this grant is also being used to develop a science 
assessment which is required to be available by 2007.   
 
The SDDOE has added four full-time equivalents (FTE) staff members that are directly 
or partially related to the implementation of NCLB.  In SFY 2004 three FTE were added 
to the SDDOE staff.  One FTE was added in Data Collection to primarily work with 
testing data, calculations of AYP, and other data related issues.  One FTE was added for 
a Reading Curriculum Specialist to provide technical assistance to schools as a direct 
result of NCLB.  One FTE was added in accounting, partially due to NCLB, but also as a 
result of an increase in various grants to the SDDOE and the position was needed to 
provide additional fiscal support.   In SFY 2005, SDDOE added an additional FTE for a 
Science Curriculum Specialist position.  In addition, as part of SDDOE’s reorganization 
at the end of SFY 2003, two FTE’s were changed to positions required by NCLB, a Math 
Curriculum Specialist position and the NCLB Coordinator position.  SDDOE has a 
number of other positions that work with NCLB, but were existing positions that worked 
with the ESEA programs before the reauthorization and have not changed dramatically.  
These would include the Education Program Specialist positions and a couple of 
positions in Grants Management.  Depending on the services provided, allocations for 
state administration and state level activities from the various NCLB programs has 
funded the SDDOE staff. 
 
From our discussions with business officials, schools have incurred some incidental and 
increased personnel costs associated with having to administer the tests, but much of 
their costs are really opportunity costs.  When NCLB changed how and to whom the 
tests were given, it imposed opportunity costs on the State and local school districts of 
SD.  Time spent to develop, prepare for and administer the tests took away time from 
other purposes (which have value).  For example, if NCLB requires pupils and teachers 
to spend two full days preparing for a proficiency test, the opportunity to use those two 
days for some other educational activity is lost. 
 

2.  Remediation Costs 
 

The implementation of NCLB creates obligations for the State and local school districts 
of SD.  Examples of these costs are evaluation of test results, technical assistance, 
development of school improvement plans, and curriculum changes.     
 
So far, the impact of remedial costs on the State and the local school districts appears to 
be small.  Also, it is difficult to determine how much of these costs are attributable to 
NCLB as the State had implemented or planned on implementing many of the needed 
requirements and components necessary to fulfill the mandates of NCLB.  For example, 
SD already had a student information system, SIMS Net/DDN Campus.  This saved both 
the State and local school districts time and money accumulating student data needed 
for NCLB.   
 

3. Compliance with Requirements Concerning Teacher and Paraprofessional Qualifications 
 

SDDOE officials did not believe any significant amount of costs would be incurred to meet 
the requirements to have highly qualified teachers and paraprofessionals and only 14% of 
the superintendents responding to our survey identified this as an area that would be the 
most costly requirement to implement under NCLB.  If teachers are certified and teaching in 
the area they are certified in, they will be considered highly qualified.  Existing teachers may 
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also take a subject specific test or meet one of the other “HOUSE Rules” (See Appendix A) 
to be considered highly qualified.  For paraprofessionals, if they don’t have the minimum 
educational requirements, they can register to take the test which costs $45 and receive a 
workbook to study from for $25 each.  If they pass the test, they will be considered highly 
qualified.  While NCLB requires all teachers and paraprofessional to be highly qualified and 
the percentage of core academic curriculum classes being taught by highly qualified 
teachers being reported as part of the report card, there are no other penalties or sanctions 
for a school or district if classes are being taught by a “non-highly qualified “ teacher.  The 
State has experienced an increase in the level of Title II – Improving Teacher Quality grants 
funding since FFY 2000.  Funding increased approximately $6.2 million or 81% to the FFY 
2003 level of $13.96 million.  Funding since FFY 2003 has remained steady and is projected 
to $13.96 million in FFY 2005.  The Eisenhower Professional Development Grant and the 
Class Size Reduction Grant were combined under NCLB to create the Improving Teacher 
Quality Grants.  See Table 3.2 on page 19. 

 
4.  Sanctions and Services for Low-Performing Schools. 
 

The 1994 IASA Act and prior federal legislation did not contain any of the sanctions 
mandated in NCLB which will result in costs associated with school choice, transportation, 
supplemental educational services, corrective action and restructuring.  The following table 
outlines the consequences of repeated failure on the part of the school. 
 

Table 4.4: NCLB’s Consequences for Repeated Failure to Make AYP 
 

Failing to make AYP for 2 or more years—school choice 
 
After a second year of failing to make AYP, a Title I school is “identified for improvement” 
under NCLB. Such a school must develop a school improvement plan, and the school 
district must notify all parents of children in the school that they are eligible to transfer their 
children to a higher-performing school (that is, one that has not been “identified for 
improvement”). Districts can determine which of their higher-performing schools will be 
options from which eligible parents can choose. In cases where there are no other schools 
in the district to which students could transfer, the federal government requires districts “to 
the extent practicable” to establish agreements with other districts to allow for inter-district 
choices. If funds are insufficient to provide transportation to each student requesting a 
transfer, the district must give priority for transportation funding to the lowest-achieving 
eligible students from low-income families. In SD, the 2002-03 school year was the first 
year in which some districts were required to offer school choice under NCLB. 
Failing to make AYP for 3 or more years—supplemental educational services 
 
If a Title I school fails to make AYP for three consecutive years, it must continue to offer 
school choice. In addition, its students from low-income families will be eligible to enroll in 
supplemental educational services outside the regular school day. These services must 
be “high quality, research-based, and specifically designed to increase the academic 
achievement of eligible children.” Eligibility for supplemental services is not limited to 
students in those grades or subgroups for which low performance resulted in the 
determination that the school did not make AYP. Public or private organizations apply to 
the SDDOE to provide supplemental services, and the department determines which 
organizations meet the state’s criteria. A school “identified for improvement” cannot 
provide supplemental services to its own students, but school districts (or individual 
schools) that have not been “identified for improvement” can apply to provide these 
services. Enrollment in supplemental services is voluntary. Once parents are notified of 
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their child’s eligibility for supplemental services, they may select from the state-approved 
providers serving that district. The staffs of supplemental services providers are not 
required to meet the NCLB provisions that apply to public school teachers and 
paraprofessionals. School districts must pay supplemental services providers the lesser of 
(1) the district’s Title I, Part A per-child allocation or (2) the actual cost of the services. If 
funds are insufficient to provide supplemental services to each eligible student whose 
parent requests the services, the district must give priority to the lowest-achieving eligible 
students. 
Failing to make AYP for 4 years (corrective action) or 5+ years (restructuring) 
 
If a Title I school fails to make AYP for four consecutive years, NCLB requires the school 
district to take “corrective action,” including at least one of the following: (1) replacement of 
staff, (2) implementation of a new curriculum, (3) reduction of school-level management 
authority, (4) appointment of an outside expert to advise the school, (5) extending the 
school year or school day, and/or (6) restructuring the school. If an entire school district 
fails to make AYP for four consecutive years, the SDDOE would be required to take 
similar actions or to reduce district funding for programs or administrative purposes.  In 
school year 2003 - 2004, SD had three schools in corrective action.  In school year 2004 - 
2005, one school is in corrective action and two schools in level four - restructuring.  If a 
school fails to make AYP for five consecutive years, the district must plan for 
implementation of alternative governance arrangements, such as reopening the school as 
a charter school, contracting for the school’s management, or turning school operations 
over to the SDDOE. Such plans would be implemented if the school fails to make AYP for 
a sixth year. 
Sources: No Child Left Behind, §1116; U.S. Department of Education, Public School 
Choice: Draft Non-Regulatory Guidance (Washington, D.C., December 4, 2002); U.S. 
Department of Education, Supplemental Educational Services: Non-Regulatory Guidance, 
Draft—Final Guidance (Washington, D.C., August 22, 2003); U.S. Department of 
Education, LEA and School Improvement (Washington, D.C., January 7, 2004). 

 
In 2003, SD had 737 schools with 196 schools not making AYP for at least one year and 32 
schools classified as schools in need of improvement because they did not make AYP for 2 or 
more years.  The number of schools in need for improvement grew to 109 schools in 2004 as 
originally reported.  SDDOE has now completed the school appeal process as outlined in the 
accountability workbook, and based on data corrections submitted by the requesting schools, 
the total number of schools classified as schools in need of improvement is now 107.  The 
increase in the number of schools in need of improvement in SFY 2004 was primarily a function 
of having two years of assessment results available for the first time for non-Title I schools.  
Prior to this point, only Title I schools were included in an accountability system for at least two 
years under IASA and transitioned into NCLB. 
 
Schools in need of improvement are required to notify all parents of children in the school that 
they are eligible to transfer their children to a higher-performing school (that is, one that has not 
been “identified for improvement”). Districts can determine which of their higher-performing 
schools will be options from which eligible parents can choose.  If funds are insufficient to 
provide transportation to each student requesting a transfer, the district must give priority for 
transportation funding to the lowest-achieving eligible students from low-income families.  In SD, 
many of the school districts only have one elementary, one middle and one high school within 
the district.  Out of the 165 school districts assessed for AYP, 135 school districts have no 
transfer options available to parents of students in schools that failed to make AYP.  As a result, 
this requirement will have little impact for the majority of SD school districts.
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Supplemental education services include tutoring and other academic enrichment services that 
are “high quality, research-based, and specifically designed to increase the academic 
achievement” of students.  Only low-income children are eligible for supplemental educational 
services.  The SDDOE determines which providers are authorized to provide these services and 
in 2004 approved sixteen entities as supplemental educational services providers.  See Appendix 
H.  
 
When a school fails to make its AYP target for three consecutive years (level 2), NCLB requires 
specific spending requirements for that school’s district.  In general, unless a lesser amount is 
needed to provide choice-related transportation or satisfy all requests for supplemental 
educational services, the district must spend the equivalent of 20 percent of its Title I, Part A 
allocation on these activities.  Of this 20 percent, the school district shall spend 5 percent for 
choice-related transportation and 5 percent for supplemental services.  The district has the 
flexibility to determine how to allocate the remaining 10 percent between transportation and 
supplemental services.  Districts can pay for choice-related transportation and supplemental 
services with their Title I funds, or they can use other allowable federal, state, local, or private 
revenues.   
 
To provide some perspective on just what 20 percent of Title I Part A funds makes available for 
supplemental educational services, we computed estimates of the dollars available per eligible 
student for two schools that were on the in need of improvement list for 2004.  The two schools 
chosen were the Florence and Newell elementary schools.  Newell received approximately the 
median estimated amount per free and reduced eligible student from Title I Part A funds and 
Florence receives the lowest estimated amount of Title I Part A funds per free and reduced 
eligible student for 2003.  We used our estimated amounts of Title I Part A funds per free and 
reduced eligible student from Appendix E for these examples.  According to the SDDOE 
statistical digest, Newell and Florence school districts had 50.4% and 39.5% eligibility rates for 
free and reduced lunch for SFY 2003.    
 
For each school, we estimated the number of low income students who might request 
supplemental educational services by multiplying the number of students in each school by the 
percentage of students eligible for free and reduced lunch and then multiplied this value by the 
percentage of students in the economically disadvantaged subgroup for the school that were 
below proficient.  We then divided this number into 20 percent of each district’s Title I Part A 
funding to arrive at an estimate of the dollars that would be available for each student for 
supplemental educational services. 
 
For the Newell and Florence elementary schools, these calculations resulted in an estimated 
$558 and $85 dollars per student being available respectively.  Appendix H provides a table of 
approved supplemental service providers and the respective cost of their services.  We are not 
attempting, based on this sample of two schools, to conclude whether Title I allocations are 
sufficient to pay for the costs of supplemental services, but rather, as we stated, to provide 
perspective.   
 
Conclusions Regarding NCLB Costs 
 
Because of the many unknowns and assumptions that would have to be made to calculate any 
sort of estimate of NCLB’s costs or form a judgment on the adequacy of federal funding to cover 
those costs, we have not done so.  As we have indicated, one key determination to make before 
an estimate of NCLB’s costs can be made is what the base or the starting point would be.  That is 
to say, what level of student proficiency did we want in SD and what sort of state funding would 
we have been willing to commit to achieve that level of proficiency before NCLB forced the issue.  
Since we suspect there would be no consensus on the answer to that question, there is likely 
then no estimate of NCLB’s costs that will be generally accepted.   
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CHAPTER 4 - A SURVEY OF SOUTH DAKOTA SCHOOL 
SUPERINTENDENTS 
 
Survey Method  
 
We conducted a formal survey of SD school superintendents.  Of the 168 surveys sent out, we 
received 137 responses. The actual survey document along with a tabulation of all responses is 
included in Appendix I.   In addition to the survey, a phone survey of business officials from five 
representative schools was conducted to obtain additional insight and viewpoints on NCLB.  We 
also interviewed various state officials within the SDDOE concerning their outlook and views on 
NCLB which revealed strong support for the goals and objectives of the NCLB Act. 
 
We gratefully acknowledge our colleagues from the Minnesota Office of the Legislative Auditor.  
Our survey document is based almost completely on the survey done by that office as part of 
their report on NCLB.c   By making their survey available publicly on their website, they saved 
us from reinventing the wheel for a survey of our own. 
 
Summary of Selected Survey Responses 
 
NCLB, like the prior federal education law, requires public reporting on student’s academic 
achievement and schools that were underperforming to identify ways to raise student 
achievement.  Our survey indicated that: 
 

? 98 percent of superintendents favor measuring the academic performance of their 
students. 

? 86 percent of superintendents favor publicly reporting on academic performance of 
their students, in aggregate. 

? 92 percent of superintendents favor developing plans to improve the performance of 
student subgroups that are under-achieving. 

 
These results mirror the responses received from school officials in the Minnesota survey where 
the percentages were 99, 85 and 94 respectively.   Strong support exists for measuring 
academic achievement, publicly reporting academic performance and developing plans to 
improve performance. 
 
Some comments made by SD superintendents in favor of the NCLB’s aspects of measuring and 
reporting performance, accountability, and developing plans to improve schools, were: 
 

NCLB has allowed us to focus on individual students and their abilities.  It has also made 
us make conscious effort to align our curriculum with state standards. 
 
NCLB is generally in the best interest of everyone involved in the education process.  
Accountability is very important and all educators need to realize that we all can 
improve. 
 
It is good that parents, teachers, administrators, students and the public is [are] focused 
on improving education. 
 

                                                 
c State of Minnesota, Office of Legislative Auditor, Evaluation Report - No Child Left Behind, March 2004 



 

32 

I agree with the concept of NCLB.  I agree with the goal of 100% Adv.[Advanced] & 
proficient.  This is unrealistic but a good goal. 
 

While many superintendents thought NCLB was an admirable goal, many have significant 
concerns about various aspects of NCLB.   
 
The following table shows that the school officials have significant concerns about applying 
uniform standards of academic proficiency to all subgroups of students.  The survey results 
show that 64% and 74% of the superintendents agree that all racial/ethnic subgroups and 
economically disadvantaged students (those eligible for free and reduced-price lunches) 
respectively should be held to the same standards as other students.   However, only 1% of 
superintendents agreed that special education students, and only 20% of superintendents 
agreed that limited-English students should be held to the same standards as other students. 
 
Table 5.1: Superintendents’ Perceptions About Using Uniform 
Standards to Measure Students’ Academic Proficiency 
 

  
Percentage Who Responded: 

Survey question: It is appropriate for 
schools and school districts to hold 
_____________ to the state’s uniform 
standard of academic proficiency. 

  
Agree 

  
Disagree 

 Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

 No 
Response 

  
Total 

All racial/ethnic student subgroups   64%  22%  12%  2%  100% 

Free and reduced-price lunch students  74%  15%  10%  1%  100% 
Special education students  1%  94%  4%  1%  100% 
Limited-English students  20%  66%  10%  4%  100% 
SOURCE: Department of Legislative Audit survey of school district superintendents, July, 2004 (N=137). 
 
Comparable responses were obtained to these questions in the Minnesota survey, however; a 
much higher percentage of SD superintendents (94% versus 79%) disagreed that it was 
appropriate to hold special education to the state’s uniform standard of academic proficiency.    
 
Our survey provided superintendents the opportunity to express their views and comments - 
both positive and negative - about any aspects of NCLB.   The most frequent comment or 
concern related to special education students and unrealistic goals.  Following are examples of 
the comments received concerning special education (SPED) students: 
 

Students are on IEP’s [Individual Education Plan] because they have identifiable 
problems in the learning process.  NCLB & IDEA [Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Act] are complete opposite.  How can you identify a student to work on an Individual 
Education Plan because he has learning problems and then say that he needs to be at 
the same level as other students when the school is trying to make his own goals from 
the IEP. 
 
My concerns with NCLB are with the SPED subgroups.  I do not believe it is possible to 
bring a 15 year old that has a 4th grade reading level to pass the 11th grade reading 
comprehension test. 
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I do not think that NCLB “proficiency” standards are realistic for our special education 
students.  By definition students in spec. ed are “not proficient in one or more areas 
because of a disability”.  Is it realistic to suddenly expect every student to gain 
proficiency at the same level as “age level peers”?  Of course our goal is always for 
these students to achieve at the highest level possible but if they fall short of a set of 
standards that has nothing to do with their individualized plan I do not feel that the 
school has failed.  Special education needs to meet the individual needs of the students 
involved and our time & effort is best spent working toward each student’s individual 
goals. 
 
My biggest concern is testing special education students at grade level.  This is in direct 
conflict with IDEA.  Throughout the school year we do not test special education 
students at grade level nor is their work at grade level.  Yet to determine progress we 
test at grade level.  We will never get to the goal set by this act. 
 
I have no problem with the concept of accountability as mandated by NCLB.  Making 
decisions that are based on student data to improve instruction and increase student 
achievement is how we’ve conducted business long before the implementation of NCLB.  
However, the punitive nature of the legislation over issues that are outside the control of 
a district is a major concern to me.  Our district will never make AYP because of the 
transient student population, excessively high number of special education students that 
attend our school, and high absenteeism.  We have an extensive special education 
program that provides services many of our area schools cannot ---therefore, resulting in 
a high number of students with special needs attending our schools.  We also have a 
high number of students who transfer in and out of our district for a variety of reasons for 
varying lengths of time.  We have students who regularly miss 40+ days of school per 
year, even though we provide door-to-door busing, parent awareness training, student 
attendance incentive, etc.   
 
I’m waiting for a lawsuit when I publicly announce my SPED subgroups did not make 
AYP which in turn puts the school on alert. 
 

Although NCLB requires all students to be proficient by 2013-2014, only 13% of the 
superintendents said that it was “likely” or “very likely” that their district would achieve that goal.  
When you look at another question in the survey that is also related to this issue, only 28% of 
the superintendents thought that it was appropriate to even have this requirement of all children 
being proficient by 2013-2014 as a national policy.  Comparable results were reported in 
Minnesota’s responses.  Example of comments from individual SD superintendents included: 
 

It is fine to set goals but please set goals that are realistic.  It is impossible to have ALL 
children attain these goals. 
 
It is unrealistic to believe that a “1 size fits all” federal law will work in urban and rural 
areas.  It is unrealistic to believe that all sub-groups will score proficient by 2013-14.  If 
special ed students score at their achievement level and not at their grade level it may 
work.  Otherwise the scores will never be there. 
 
I’m concerned that “every” child will be advanced/proficient by 2014.  Some students are 
not capable of being in that category- through no fault of their own.  Dysfunctional 
families will complicate matters only more what they are. 
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I would encourage realistic goals along with procedures to reach them other than 
imposing penalties for failure to meet goals. 

 
The survey also revealed that a large majority of superintendents did not think that schools 
should face NCLB-mandated consequences for continued/persistent failure to make “adequate 
yearly progress” (AYP).  Under NCLB, schools who fail to make AYP for two consecutive years 
must offer parents of students in those schools the option to transfer to another school that has 
not failed to make AYP for two years (unless there are no such schools within the district).  
According to SDDOE officials, only two districts have had between 3-4 students each request 
transfer to other schools. In SD, many of the school districts only have one elementary, one 
middle and one high school within the district.  Out of the 165 school districts assessed for AYP, 
135 school districts have no transfer options available to parents of students in schools that 
failed to make AYP.  As a result, this requirement will have little impact for the majority of SD 
school districts.   If a school continues to fail to make AYP in subsequent years, the school 
district must offer supplemental education services or consider “corrective actions”.  See the 
previous Table 2.3 which provides the time line of various sanctions/requirements schools face 
when AYP is not met.  
 
As seen in the following table, a majority of superintendents oppose NCLB prescribed 
consequences for not meeting AYP.  Even though most superintendents (64%), believe that all 
racial/ethnic subgroups should be measured against uniform proficiency standards, 76% of the 
superintendents said that schools should not face NCLB mandated consequences for persistent 
failure by at least one racial or ethnic group to make AYP.  The percentage of superintendents 
who believe that schools should not face NCLB consequences for persistent failure to meet 
AYP for special education and limited – English proficiency students is even greater, 93% and 
82% respectively. 
 
Table 5.2: Superintendents’ Perceptions About NCLB-Prescribed 
Consequences for Schools Failing to Make Adequate Yearly Progress 
 

  
 
 

Percentage Who Responded: 

Survey question: Schools should face 
consequences such as mandatory school 
choice, supplemental services, corrective 
actions, or restructuring if there is 
persistent failure to make AYP (as 
presently defined) by: 

  
Agree 

  
Disagree 

 Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

 No 
Response 

  
Total 

At least one racial/ethnic student 
subgroup  11%  76%  11%  2%  100% 

Free and reduced-price lunch students  24%  63%  11%  2%  100% 
Special education students  2%  93%  4%  1%  100% 
Limited-English students  6%  82%  10%  2%  100% 
SOURCE: Department of Legislative Audit survey of school district superintendents, July 2004 (N=137). 
 
Minnesota survey results where remarkably similar. 
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Another area of concern addressed by superintendents in the comments section of the survey 
dealt with the perception that NCLB was an unfunded/under funded mandate.  Less than 7% of 
SD’s superintendents and less than 3 percent of Minnesota’s school officials said that it was 
“likely” or “very likely” that the school district would receive new federal revenue under NCLB 
sufficient to cover the costs of any new spending that the Act required the district/school to 
undertake.  The following are some example comments made by the SD superintendents: 
 

Also, I believe it [NCLB] is one more unfunded mandate, and while it may receive some 
additional funding, it is definitely under funded. 
 
Our federal funds keep decreasing each year & the feds want more from the schools.  
That is becoming impossible.  If the feds cannot fully fund their mandates, they should 
not be able to enact the laws.  Congress should be held to the same accountability as 
the groups they want to govern.  Bottom line: Pay up or stay out of education! 
There has not been adequate dollars from the feds to make any changes.  As enrollment 
declines, dollars available decline but expenses do not decline accordingly.  If we need 
to make NCLB changes but have less dollars, how are we to make the changes? 
 
I fear that the program will be woefully under funded as is typical with Federal 
Government Initiatives. 

 
With regard to annual student assessments, the survey found that approximately 72% of the SD 
superintendents agreed that it was necessary to test students annually in order to have an 
effective accountability system which was a higher percentage than found in the Minnesota 
survey (49%).  The majority of the superintendents (57%) also agreed that the Dakota STEP 
assessment provides a sound basis for evaluating academic performance of schools and school 
districts and that it helped teachers understand the specific academic needs of individual 
students.  NCLB requires that states’ assessments be adequate for purposes of both (1) 
accountability (measuring aggregate student achievement against state standards) and (2) 
diagnosing the needs of individual students.  A lower percentage of Minnesota school officials 
(36%) agreed that their state assessments provided a sound basis for evaluating academic 
performance.  
 

Table 5.3: Superintendents’ Perceptions About NCLB-Prescribed 
Assessments 
 

Survey questions:  Percentage Who Responded: 
The State’s assessment, Dakota Step ( State Test of 
Educational Progress) 

  
Agree 

  
Disagree 

 Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

  
Total 

Annual reading and math assessments, which are required 
by NCLB for grades 3-8, are a necessary component of an 
effective accountability system. 

 
72%  14%  14%  100% 

Provides a sound basis for evaluating 
the academic performance of school districts 
and schools. 

 
57%  15%  28%  100% 

Helps teachers understand the specific academic needs of 
individual students. 

 69%  12%  19%  100% 
SOURCE: Department of Legislative Audit survey of school district superintendents, July, 2004 (N=137). 
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The survey also included a question seeking the superintendents’ view on the educational 
benefits of NCLB on the school districts.  Superintendents were asked if they agreed that the 
educational benefits resulting from implementation of the NCLB Act would on balance, outweigh 
any adverse impacts that the act would have on the school district.  Only 20% of the SD 
superintendents and 7% of Minnesota school officials agreed that the benefits outweighed the 
adverse impacts of the Act.   Comments from the SD superintendents included: 
 

Education goes beyond test results.  This Act has reduced education to rote 
memorization and will eliminate the process of teaching kids to “learn”. 

 
We actually lost our Guidance Counselor to the title of “Test Coordinator” for the 
absolute ridiculous amount of testing we are subjecting our students to at a time when 
we really now have to only concentrate on the basic and below basic students!  We are 
actually leaving many behind by blindlessly swallowing the NCLB guides from the fed!  A 
joke! 
 
It’s difficult for me to believe that small schools were taken into consideration when the 
outlines of NCLB were developed. 
 
Schools and Districts should not be judged solely on the Dakota STEP results.  Test 
results should only be one factor in accountability and how well a school/district is 
performing.  Testing every year may become tedious for students who then may not put 
full effort on the tests.  There are always some students who don’t try which doesn’t give 
an accurate portrayal of what he/she knows.  This seems to be an issue if test results 
are holding teachers/schools accountable but not individual students and parents. 

 
The superintendents were asked to identify the category of NCLB activities that would likely 
impose the greatest costs on their school districts.  The superintendents’ most common 
response was implementing sanctions and additional services for low performing schools.    
Because NCLB sanctions are just going into effect, the fiscal impact of these consequences has 
been pretty limited so far, but superintendents expect a larger impact in the years to come.  The 
following table reports all the responses to this question. 
 

Table 5.4: Superintendent’s Opinions Regarding Which NCLB 
Requirements Will be the Most Costly 
 

 
 
NCLB Requirement 

 Percentage of Superintendents  
who Identified this Requirement  

as the Most Costly 
Implementing sanctions and additional services for low-performing schools   59% 
Implementing additional grade-level tests   10% 
Complying with new requirements for paraprofessional qualifications   4% 
Complying with new requirements for teacher qualifications   14% 
Did not respond to question  13% 
NOTE: The survey question asked, “In your judgment, which one of the following requirements of the NCLB Act will be the most 
costly for your district to implement?”  ( N= 137) 

SOURCE: Department of Legislative Audit survey of school district superintendents, July, 2004 (N=137). 
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The superintendents were then asked how they paid for activities already taken to fulfill the new 
requirements and then they were asked how they were going to pay for the activities that the 
school district would have to take during the next two years to fulfill the new requirements of 
NCLB.  The following table recaps their responses. 
 
 
Table 5.5: Ways That School Districts Paid for Implementing the  
New Requirements of the NCLB Act 
 
 
 
Funding Method 

 Percentage of Superintendents 
Who Identified This As  

Their Primary Funding Method: 
  How Activities were Paid  

for Already 
 In the Next 

Two Years 
Spending reductions or reallocations   23%  47% 
Allowable reallocations from other federal 
programs  

 36%  N/A 

Increases in district’s federal revenues   11%  12% 
Increases in district’s state revenues   2%  1% 
Increases in district’s local revenues   7%  10% 
Other  11%  8% 
Don’t know/didn’t respond  10%  22% 
Total  100%  100% 
SOURCE: Department of Legislative Audit survey of school district superintendents, July, 2004 (N=137). 

 
Minnesota’s results were more heavily weighted to having spending reductions or reallocations 
pay for the costs of implementing the requirements of NCLB. 
 
In our statewide survey of SD superintendents on what changes their districts made (or expect 
to make) as a direct result of NCLB, over 86% of the superintendents indicated that NCLB had 
caused them to revise their classroom curricula.  The responses also indicated that a majority of 
the superintendents said that NCLB caused them to reassign or revise jobs of existing 
administrative and instructional staff.  Both these responses are comparable to the responses 
obtained in Minnesota.  Smaller percentages of superintendents said they increased 
compensation levels in response to NCLB but the percentage was higher (30% versus 17%) 
than what was indicated by the Minnesota responses.  See the following table for actual SD 
response percentages. 
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Table 5.6: Changes that School Districts Made (or Will Likely Make) As 
a Direct Result of NCLB 
 
  Percentage of Superintendents 

Who Said That Their District: 
 
 
District Action 

 Made This Change  
In the Past Two Years  

As a Direct Result of NCLB 

 Will Likely Make This 
Change in the Next Two Years 

As a Direct Result of NCLB 
Revised classroom curricula  86%  87% 
Reassigned (or redefined the jobs of) existing 
instructional staff 

 
64%  62% 

Reassigned (or redefined the jobs of) existing 
administrative staff 

 55%  42% 

Discontinued some standardized 
assessments not required by NCLB 

 43%  33% 
Increased average compensation levels to 
retain/attract NCLB-qualified 
paraprofessionals  

 
30%  19% 

Hired additional instructional staff  37%  17% 
Increased average compensation levels to 
retain/attract “highly qualified” teachers  

 27%  23% 

Hired additional administrative staff  12%  5% 
SOURCE: Department of Legislative Audit survey of school district superintendents, July, 2004 (N=137). 
 
 
When superintendents were asked if the SDDOE provided districts with sufficient guidance and 
information in implementing NCLB, 72% agreed that the department did in fact provide 
adequate guidance and information.  Several superintendents provided additional comments 
concerning this subject area.  The following are some examples: 
 

Our state department of education … have done an excellent job of approaching NCLB 
in a “helping” manner to SD schools. 
 
The SD DOE is doing as much as they can to try to assist the schools with limited 
resources that will never be enough to fulfill the requirements of NCLB. 
 
I appreciate the DOE’s efforts to make compliance with NCLB more practical and 
reasonable. 
 
Our state department of education is doing a great job of helping us meet the goals of 
NCLB. 
 
 

A complete detailed listing of all written responses received from SD superintendents can be 
found in Appendix J. 
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Phone Interviews with School District Business Managers  
   
We conducted a phone survey of business managers from five representative schools to obtain 
additional insight about the impacts and costs of NCLB on their districts.  The five school 
districts selected included one district that had most of their schools in need of improvement, 
two districts that had no schools in need of improvement, and two districts with just a few of their 
schools in need of improvement.   
 
Each business manager was asked if their school had incurred any extra costs associated with 
the implementation of NCLB.   All five said they have incurred some additional costs. The one 
district with most of its schools in need of improvement said that the additional costs have been 
significant.  Examples of significant costs incurred by that district are (1) they hired a full time 
employee for data collection and restructuring; (2) they contracted with teaching consultants and 
imbedded them into the system; and (3) they are paying transportation costs for kids who 
requested to transfer to the one school in the district that made AYP.  The other four districts 
incurred modest cost such as paying for data retreats, teacher training, 
teacher/paraprofessional tests, new software, and substitute teacher pay.  All five said they 
incurred opportunity cost losses with the redirection of teacher and staff time toward the carrying 
out of NCLB-related activities.  They also said they have incurred minor costs for incidentals like 
mailings and copies.  All stated that the State paid for the costs of developing the tests, the 
schools only had to administer the tests.  Only one official said that they are currently tracking 
NCLB cost separately. 
 
Each business manager was also asked if they had received additional funding and if it was 
adequate to cover the costs incurred to-date.  Two of the business managers stated that they 
obtained significant additional federal funds, and used federal funds other than Title I, to help 
cover the NCLB costs.  The other three said that their NCLB federal funding remained about the 
same or was slightly more.  All said that they refocused at least some funds to pay for NCLB 
costs and all had concerns about actual or potential costs for sanctions and services for low-
performing schools. 
 
Additional comments made by the business managers include: 
 

? The Student Information Systems, DDN Campus was very beneficial in obtaining and 
analyzing data for NCLB purposes and saved them a lot of work and money. 

? Concerned about problems other than financial such as poor attendance and students 
transferring in and out of school.  Also, concerned about being able to obtain and retain 
qualified teachers. 

? Disgusted with the politics involved with NCLB.  Some of the best schools in the district 
are classified as “In Need of Improvement” for not meeting AYP for special education 
students.  It is not realistic to expect 100% of special education students to be proficient.   
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Meeting NCLB Highly Qualified Requirements for New and Experienced Teachers 
Teachers new to the profession, existing teachers and alternative education teachers teaching a core content area must meet the following to be highly qualified 

according to Title I Part A, Section 1119 and the corresponding regulations, 200.56. 
 

TEACHERS NEW TO THE PROFESSION 
EXISTING TEACHERS ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATION 

Elementary School Middle & High School Elementary School Middle & High School See State Rules 
Full State Certification Full State Certification Full State Certification Full State Certification Full State Certification within three years of 

alternative certification program 
AND AND AND AND AND 

Bachelor’s Degree Bachelor’s Degree Bachelor’s Degree Bachelor’s Degree Bachelor’s Degree 
AND AND one of the following: AND either the AND one of the following: AND 

State Test State Test State Test State Test Receives high-quality professional 
development that is: sustained, intensive and 
classroom-focused on classroom instruction 

before & while teaching 
 OR  OR AND 
 ? Major in content area 

or 
? Graduate Degree in content 

area 
 

 

 
 

? Major in content area 
or 

? Graduate Degree in content area 
or  

? National Board Certification in 
content area 

 

Participates in a teacher mentoring program 
or receives intensive supervision that consists 
of structured guidance and regular ongoing 

support 

  OR one of the following HOUSE Rules: OR one of the following HOUSE Rules: AND 
  ? Fully authorized by State of SD for 

teaching elementary AND have at 
least 3 years of teaching 
experience 

or 
? Passes subject specific state test 

in content & pedagogy  
 or 

? Fully authorized by State of SD for 
teaching elementary AND have a 
Graduate Degree in content area 

or 
? Reading Specialist 

or 
? Holds National Board Certification 

in a specific or broad discipline  

? Fully authorized by State of SD for 
all teaching assignments in core 
content areas AND have at least 3 
years of teaching experience 

or 
? Passes subject specific state test 

in content & pedagogy  
 or 

? Graduate Degree in content area 
or 

? Reading Specialist 
or 

? Holds National Board Certification 
in a specific or broad discipline 

State Test 

 
Source:  http://www.state.sd.us/deca/NCLB/word/RevisionsSeptSEAapp.doc 



 

 

Official passing score for ParaPro test in South Dakota 
 
The South Dakota Department of Education has set 461 as the official passing score for the 
ParaPro exam that determines whether a paraprofessional meets the “qualified” requirements of 
No Child Left Behind. 
 
Background: Paraprofessionals working in a program supported by Title I Part A funds must be 
“qualified” under the provisions of No Child Left Behind by Jan. 8, 2006.  They may meet this 
requirement in one of three ways: 
1.  earning an associate’s degree or higher; 
2.  earning a minimum of 48 college credits; or  
3.  passing the designated state test. 
 
South Dakota adopted the ParaPro test for paraprofessionals as its official state test.  A 
standards-setting event was convened by the vendor, Educational Testing Service (ETS) on 
April 29, 2003, in Pierre, for the purpose of determining a recommended cut score for South 
Dakota.   A panel of South Dakota paraprofessionals and supervising teachers participated in 
the process.    ETS analyzed the judgments of the panel and recommended a cut score to state 
officials. 
 
On June 11, 2003, the Title I Committee of Practitioners (COP) and the Title I School Support 
Team (SST), both required groups under Title I Part A, met in Pierre to review the work and 
make a recommendation to the Department of Education.  
 
Paraprofessionals are responsible for presenting ETS documentation to school officials verifying 
that their score on the ParaPro exam is 461 or higher in order to be considered a “qualified” 
paraprofessional as defined in Title I Part A, Section 1119 and its corresponding regulations. 
 
Source:  http://www.state.sd.us/deca/NCLB/word/teacherparanews.doc 
 
 



2004 AYP Status
By School Type, Subject and Subgroup

Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of
Made Did Not Percent Not Those Not Made Did Not Percent Not Those Not Made Did Not Percent Not Those Not Made Did Not Percent Not Those Not
AYP Make AYP Making AYP Making AYP AYP Make AYP Making AYP Making AYP AYP Make AYP Making AYP Making AYP AYP Make AYP Making AYP Making AYP

Reading
  All Students 166 0 0.0% 0.0% 165 4 2.4% 3.7% 336 12 3.45% 9.0% 667 16 2.40% 5.7%
  Economically Disadvantaged 61 0 0.0% 0.0% 135 8 5.6% 7.5% 262 11 4.03% 8.2% 458 19 4.15% 6.8%
  Limited English Proficiency 3 1 25.0% 2.5% 2 4 66.7% 3.7% 14 15 51.72% 11.2% 19 20 105.26% 7.1%
  Special Education 6 9 60.0% 22.5% 21 39 65.0% 36.6% 115 37 24.34% 27.5% 142 85 59.86% 30.2%
  Asian 1 0 0.0% 0.0% 9 0 0.0% 0.0% 1 0 0.00% 0.0% 11 0 0.00% 0.0%
  Native American 14 0 0.0% 0.0% 34 10 22.7% 9.3% 55 10 15.38% 7.5% 103 20 19.42% 7.1%
  Hispanic 1 0 0.0% 0.0% 13 2 13.3% 1.9% 13 0 0.00% 0.0% 27 2 7.41% 0.7%
  Black 2 1 33.3% 2.5% 9 1 10.0% 0.9% 11 0 0.00% 0.0% 22 2 9.09% 0.7%
  White 143 0 0.0% 0.0% 160 0 0.0% 0.0% 290 4 1.36% 3.0% 593 4 0.67% 1.4%
Math
  All Students 163 3 1.8% 7.5% 167 2 1.2% 1.9% 337 11 3.16% 8.2% 667 16 2.40% 5.7%
  Economically Disadvantaged 56 5 8.2% 12.5% 140 3 2.1% 2.8% 266 7 2.56% 5.2% 462 15 3.25% 5.3%
  Limited English Proficiency 0 4 100.0% 10.0% 4 2 33.3% 1.9% 23 6 20.69% 4.5% 27 12 44.44% 4.3%
  Special Education 4 11 73.3% 27.5% 33 27 45.0% 25.2% 142 12 7.79% 9.0% 179 50 27.93% 17.8%
  Asian 1 0 0.0% 0.0% 9 0 0.0% 0.0% 1 0 0.00% 0.0% 11 0 0.00% 0.0%
  Native American 9 5 35.7% 12.5% 40 4 9.1% 3.7% 58 8 12.12% 6.0% 107 17 15.89% 6.0%
  Hispanic 1 0 0.0% 0.0% 14 1 6.7% 0.9% 13 0 0.00% 0.0% 28 1 3.57% 0.4%
  Black 2 1 33.3% 2.5% 10 0 0.0% 0.0% 11 0 0.00% 0.0% 23 1 4.35% 0.4%
  White 143 0 0.0% 0.0% 160 0 0.0% 0.0% 293 1 0.34% 0.7% 596 1 0.17% 0.4%
Totals 776 40 100.0% 1125 107 100.0% 2241 134 100.0% 4142 281 100.0%

Source: Legislative Audit tabulation of data provided by SDDOE.

High Schools N=166 Middle Schools N=169 Elementary Schools N=348 All Schools



Title I Allocations Increase
By School Year/ Fiscal Year (Decrease) Percent 2003 $ Per ADM

Projected From 1999 Increase ADM for 
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 to 2005 (Decrease) FY 2003

Aberdeen School District $323,873.00 $323,873.00 $340,981.00 $448,420.00 $519,364.00 $511,126.00 $187,253.00 57.82% 3,737.11 $119.99
Agar School District 22,024.00 22,024.00 1,845.00 42,590.00 53,487.00        56,499.00 $34,475.00 156.53% 302.803 $140.65
Alcester-Hudson School District 70,681.00 70,680.00 65,744.00 72,427.00 64,377.00        58,743.00 -$11,938.00 -16.89% 353.889 $204.66
Alpena School District 52,758.00 52,756.00 46,616.00 57,496.00 -$52,758.00 -100.00% 16.931 $3,395.90
Andes Central School District 128,991.00 128,987.00 117,538.00 150,874.00 297,025.00       314,423.00 $185,432.00 143.76% 349.551 $431.62
Arlington School District 39,629.00 39,629.00 38,032.00 37,274.00 44,869.00        50,109.00 $10,480.00 26.45% 325.364 $114.56
Armour School District 40,044.00 40,043.00 38,250.00 38,168.00 44,382.00        51,464.00 $11,420.00 28.52% 223.763 $170.57
Artesian-Letcher School District 78,780.00 78,778.00 78,891.00 80,703.00 86,405.00        85,234.00 $6,454.00 8.19% 270.563 $298.28
Avon School District 54,600.00 54,599.00 55,465.00 53,366.00 48,751.00        48,830.00 -$5,770.00 -10.57% 248.03 $215.16
Baltic School District 21,258.00 21,258.00 25,148.00 32,408.00 -                   0.00 -$21,258.00 -100.00% 342.644 $94.58
Belle Fourche School District 175,949.00 175,944.00 218,883.00 282,115.00 256,880.00       290,949.00 $115,000.00 65.36% 1,309.65 $215.41
Bennett County School District 277,251.00 277,242.00 305,257.00 446,595.00 545,376.00       652,588.00 $375,337.00 135.38% 575.023 $776.66
Beresford School District 74,100.00 74,099.00 73,486.00 101,767.00 82,437.00        73,755.00 -$345.00 -0.47% 714.061 $142.52
Big Stone City School District 8,422.00 8,422.00 8,590.00 8,618.00 41,312.00        39,387.00 $30,965.00 367.67% 87.18 $98.85
Bison School District 34,452.00 34,451.00 33,621.00 36,623.00 59,423.00        77,159.00 $42,707.00 123.96% 135.123 $271.03
Bon Homme School District 100,202.00 100,200.00 109,326.00 125,518.00 173,788.00       156,264.00 $56,062.00 55.95% 689.046 $182.16
Bonesteel-Fairfax School District 60,247.00 60,245.00 71,351.00 103,117.00 99,690.00        100,330.00 $40,083.00 66.53% 178.277 $578.41
Bowdle School District 28,570.00 28,570.00 29,056.00 26,476.00 26,298.00        34,678.00 $6,108.00 21.38% 132.581 $199.70
Brandon Valley School District 45,450.00 45,450.00 47,187.00 45,418.00 65,946.00        66,936.00 $21,486.00 47.27% 2,583.80 $17.58
Bridgewater School District 31,826.00 31,826.00 34,917.00 46,096.00 39,312.00        36,464.00 $4,638.00 14.57% 194.944 $236.46
Bristol School District 33,195.00 33,194.00 30,858.00 35,842.00 40,998.00        -$33,195.00 -100.00% 99.306 $360.92
Britton School District 55,699.00 55,698.00 56,400.00 110,892.00 106,802.00       101,714.00 $46,015.00 82.61% 534.345 $207.53
Brookings School District 166,920.00 166,920.00 182,454.00 241,478.00 307,265.00       296,721.00 $129,801.00 77.76% 2,660.28 $90.77
Burke School District 45,884.00 45,883.00 53,134.00 69,848.00 59,858.00        54,604.00 $8,720.00 19.00% 241.02 $289.80
Canistota School District 13,775.00 13,775.00 13,070.00 14,370.00 40,969.00        40,954.00 $27,179.00 197.31% 247.568 $58.04
Canton School District 50,813.00 50,813.00 59,925.00 80,662.00 76,810.00        75,591.00 $24,778.00 48.76% 962.953 $83.77
Carthage School District 15,846.00 15,846.00 15,203.00 2,998.00 2,848.00          2,405.00 -$13,441.00 -84.82% 4.747 $631.56
Castlewood School District 39,914.00 39,918.00 52,375.00 68,058.00 63,542.00        64,245.00 $24,331.00 60.96% 290.662 $234.15
Centerville School District 38,802.00 38,801.00 36,881.00 37,841.00 22,803.00        0.00 -$38,802.00 -100.00% 256.856 $147.32
Chamberlain School District 441,308.00 441,297.00 432,395.00 572,164.00 787,333.00       912,355.00 $471,047.00 106.74% 892.313 $641.21
Chester School District 22,446.00 22,446.00 24,046.00 18,517.00 30,727.00        31,149.00 $8,703.00 38.77% 351.02 $52.75
Clark School District 124,199.00 124,195.00 112,361.00 131,361.00 116,762.00       107,652.00 -$16,547.00 -13.32% 447.825 $293.33
Colman-Egan School District 28,059.00 28,059.00 28,295.00 36,828.00 23,530.00        20,344.00 -$7,715.00 -27.50% 322.162 $114.32
Colome School District 33,031.00 33,030.00 32,279.00 32,178.00 34,774.00        39,418.00 $6,387.00 19.34% 169.832 $189.47
Conde School District 19,462.00 19,462.00 17,530.00 19,993.00 35,013.00        35,461.00 $15,999.00 82.21% 76.565 $261.12
Corsica School District 57,782.00 57,780.00 55,486.00 61,666.00 58,974.00        65,779.00 $7,997.00 13.84% 203.946 $302.36
Cresbard School District 63,235.00 63,233.00 54,165.00 67,865.00 61,621.00        -$63,235.00 -100.00% 166.115 $408.54
Custer School District 84,095.00 84,095.00 120,345.00 154,907.00 164,896.00       203,657.00 $119,562.00 142.17% 989.49 $156.55
Dakota Valley School District 42,129.00 42,129.00 41,694.00 48,931.00 59,177.00        65,007.00 $22,878.00 54.30% 833.947 $58.67
DeSmet School District 42,542.00 42,541.00 42,242.00 40,051.00 42,106.00        46,046.00 $3,504.00 8.24% 307.999 $130.04
Dell Rapids School District 34,129.00 34,129.00 45,841.00 60,648.00 40,957.00        38,243.00 $4,114.00 12.05% 932.274 $65.05
Deubrook Area School District 47,213.00 47,212.00 44,993.00 46,558.00 58,330.00        57,812.00 $10,599.00 22.45% 365.733 $127.30
Deuel School District 85,514.00 85,512.00 81,726.00 84,945.00 68,917.00        67,062.00 -$18,452.00 -21.58% 555.949 $152.79
Doland School District 60,754.00 60,752.00 57,114.00 63,067.00 100,578.00       110,063.00 $49,309.00 81.16% 171.511 $367.71
Douglas School District 320,213.00 320,204.00 361,659.00 459,301.00 397,001.00       363,159.00 $42,946.00 13.41% 2,506.18 $183.27
Dupree School District 263,561.00 263,592.00 286,674.00 403,956.00 442,249.00       493,195.00 $229,634.00 87.13% 251.898 $1,603.65
Eagle Butte School District 411,468.00 411,457.00 383,917.00 527,382.00 712,741.00       809,582.00 $398,114.00 96.75% 397.647 $1,326.26

Fiscal Year



Title I Allocations Increase
By School Year/ Fiscal Year (Decrease) Percent 2003 $ Per ADM

Projected From 1999 Increase ADM for 
1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 to 2005 (Decrease) FY 2003

Fiscal Year

Edgemont School District 30,090.00 30,089.00 27,921.00 33,824.00 37,390.00        34,737.00 $4,647.00 15.44% 175.394 $192.85
Edmunds Central School District 41,546.00 41,545.00 39,746.00 39,608.00 4,670.00          3,970.00 -$37,576.00 -90.44% 175.18 $226.10
Elk Mountain School District 17,976.00        2,217.00 $2,217.00 23.174 $0.00
Elk Point-Jefferson School District 45,720.00 45,720.00 42,707.00 49,908.00 61,453.00        63,652.00 $17,932.00 39.22% 674.911 $73.95
Elkton School District 64,089.00 64,087.00 62,439.00 75,577.00 64,240.00        55,533.00 -$8,556.00 -13.35% 375.046 $201.51
Elm Valley School District 22,152.00 22,152.00 20,106.00 21,948.00 33,002.00        31,234.00 $9,082.00 41.00% 216.633 $101.31
Emery School District 38,436.00 38,435.00 38,371.00 41,284.00 35,287.00        30,232.00 -$8,204.00 -21.34% 190.982 $216.17
Estelline School District 33,639.00 33,638.00 32,192.00 33,561.00 41,504.00        44,673.00 $11,034.00 32.80% 278.858 $120.35
Ethan School District 42,245.00 42,244.00 42,892.00 47,606.00 45,515.00        40,505.00 -$1,740.00 -4.12% 211.936 $224.62
Eureka School District 44,114.00 44,113.00 42,111.00 42,026.00 36,328.00        38,104.00 -$6,010.00 -13.62% 236.891 $177.41
Faith School District 39,589.00 39,588.00 49,936.00 50,536.00 84,966.00        79,969.00 $40,380.00 102.00% 229.007 $220.67
Faulkton School District 59,967.00 59,966.00 61,051.00 56,988.00 81,625.00        135,534.00 $75,567.00 126.01% 291.792 $195.30
Flandreau School District 74,916.00 74,915.00 75,971.00 98,606.00 134,608.00       137,961.00 $63,045.00 84.15% 709.335 $139.01
Florence School District 11,322.00 10,270.00 15,932.00        21,669.00 $21,669.00 220.082 $46.66
Freeman School District 51,903.00 51,902.00 49,443.00 47,422.00 127,540.00       124,734.00 $72,831.00 140.32% 423.509 $111.97
Garretson School District 33,290.00 33,290.00 35,346.00 42,696.00 28,558.00        24,274.00 -$9,016.00 -27.08% 506.645 $84.27
Gayville-Volin School District 26,485.00 26,484.00 25,052.00 26,831.00 55,413.00        58,549.00 $32,064.00 121.06% 237.041 $113.19
Geddes School District 41,771.00 41,770.00 42,017.00 46,042.00 53,385.00        50,774.00 $9,003.00 21.55% 116.905 $393.84
Gettysburg School District 35,257.00 35,256.00 50,300.00 34,598.00 44,869.00        39,885.00 $4,628.00 13.13% 314.889 $109.87
Grant-Deuel School District 49,787.00 49,786.00 49,039.00 55,302.00 47,006.00        41,209.00 -$8,578.00 -17.23% 247.871 $223.11
Gregory School District 72,847.00 72,845.00 72,953.00 90,808.00 128,092.00       141,207.00 $68,360.00 93.84% 437.784 $207.43
Groton School District 45,163.00 45,163.00 48,330.00 47,447.00 51,211.00        92,570.00 $47,407.00 104.97% 535.706 $88.57
Haakon School District 42,636.00 42,636.00 49,136.00 65,635.00 91,935.00        91,789.00 $49,153.00 115.29% 322.229 $203.69
Hamlin School District 97,097.00 97,095.00 92,629.00 94,411.00 121,148.00       130,013.00 $32,916.00 33.90% 632.104 $149.36
Hanson School District 83,448.00 83,447.00 79,572.00 77,382.00 89,170.00        83,932.00 $484.00 0.58% 332.651 $232.62
Harding County School District 48,764.00 48,763.00 47,271.00 54,795.00 72,080.00        95,064.00 $46,300.00 94.95% 278.506 $196.75
Harrisburg School District 28,989.00 28,995.00 37,632.00 48,927.00 86,489.00        61,918.00 $32,929.00 113.59% 897.743 $54.50
Harrold School District 29,906.00 29,905.00 29,863.00 41,582.00 35,605.00        30,155.00 $249.00 0.83% 105.09 $395.68
Hecla-Houghton School District 47,753.00 47,752.00 43,251.00 -$47,753.00 -100.00%
Henry School District 11,348.00 13,427.00 13,170.00        17,606.00 $17,606.00 158.373 $84.78
Herreid School District 28,675.00 28,674.00 30,568.00 33,978.00 38,005.00        59,983.00 $31,308.00 109.18% 177.314 $191.63
Hill City School District 73,314.00 73,312.00 74,228.00 92,671.00 80,106.00        73,131.00 -$183.00 -0.25% 563.499 $164.46
Hitchcock School District 48,043.00 48,042.00 44,888.00 51,710.00 43,954.00        100,563.00 $52,520.00 109.32% 98.812 $523.32
Hot Springs School District 148,233.00 148,229.00 166,834.00 223,152.00 253,604.00       274,322.00 $126,089.00 85.06% 891.165 $250.40
Hoven School District 76,594.00 76,592.00 59,652.00 80,882.00 80,986.00        89,549.00 $12,955.00 16.91% 168.329 $480.50
Howard School District 84,066.00 84,064.00 81,923.00 90,072.00 85,725.00        80,412.00 -$3,654.00 -4.35% 445.232 $202.30
Hurley School District 23,936.00 23,935.00 22,083.00 23,877.00 19,069.00        18,766.00 -$5,170.00 -21.60% 173.384 $137.71
Huron School District 275,270.00 275,262.00 267,086.00 324,036.00 423,344.00       390,351.00 $115,081.00 41.81% 2,174.33 $149.03
Hyde School District 49,524.00 49,523.00 50,246.00 61,040.00 64,785.00        73,357.00 $23,833.00 48.12% 258.491 $236.14
Ipswich School District 89,857.00 89,855.00 83,547.00 90,595.00 109,171.00       123,406.00 $33,549.00 37.34% 396.984 $228.21
Irene School District 46,794.00 46,793.00 46,917.00 50,367.00 45,720.00        39,202.00 -$7,592.00 -16.22% 230.568 $218.45
Iroquois School District 43,970.00 43,974.00 48,948.00 67,270.00 60,972.00        57,670.00 $13,700.00 31.16% 217.56 $309.20
Isabel School District 41,473.00 38,084.00 46,259.00 53,711.00 50,789.00        54,322.00 $12,849.00 30.98% 116.412 $461.39
Jones County School District 34,518.00 34,517.00 34,917.00 46,049.00 71,164.00        70,636.00 $36,118.00 104.64% 188.057 $244.87
Kadoka School District 237,189.00 237,183.00 229,450.00 323,864.00 407,515.00       413,290.00 $176,101.00 74.25% 353.959 $914.98
Kimball School District 76,723.00 76,721.00 74,976.00 92,238.00 103,957.00       126,486.00 $49,763.00 64.86% 276.352 $333.77
Madison Central School District 83,678.00 83,694.00 105,886.00 138,337.00 179,807.00       179,754.00 $96,076.00 114.82%
Lake Preston School District 38,954.00 38,953.00 35,585.00 42,128.00 36,501.00        35,172.00 -$3,782.00 -9.71% 222.395 $189.43



Title I Allocations Increase
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Langford School District 45,538.00 45,537.00 42,246.00 43,848.00 42,261.00        42,045.00 -$3,493.00 -7.67% 240.416 $182.38
Lead-Deadwood School District 90,172.00 90,172.00 115,015.00 150,225.00 149,298.00       144,830.00 $54,658.00 60.62% 1,086.25 $138.30
Lemmon School District 78,734.00 78,732.00 79,785.00 104,031.00 99,905.00        98,320.00 $19,586.00 24.88% 390.012 $266.74
Lennox School District 54,220.00 54,220.00 59,767.00 75,285.00 36,143.00        36,472.00 -$17,748.00 -32.73% 1,635.73 $46.03
Leola School District 83,528.00 83,526.00 79,799.00 85,264.00 99,495.00        109,058.00 $25,530.00 30.56% 235.024 $362.79
Lyman School District 179,846.00 179,841.00 191,452.00 263,935.00 349,079.00       401,178.00 $221,332.00 123.07% 410.015 $643.72
Madison Central School District $0.00 1,235.20 $0.00
Marion School District 42,052.00 42,051.00 38,648.00 43,492.00 34,103.00        33,562.00 -$8,490.00 -20.19% 282.874 $153.75
McCook Central School District 47,080.00 47,080.00 44,669.00 45,684.00 45,295.00        41,837.00 -$5,243.00 -11.14% 361.671 $126.31
McIntosh School District 86,539.00 86,537.00 83,757.00 127,819.00 126,320.00       142,342.00 $55,803.00 64.48% 164.001 $779.38
McLaughlin School District 226,172.00 226,165.00 231,541.00 353,146.00 398,297.00       494,474.00 $268,302.00 118.63% 422.001 $836.84
Meade School District 354,816.00 354,806.00 412,444.00 511,841.00 553,047.00       573,567.00 $218,751.00 61.65% 2,707.44 $189.05
Menno School District 69,822.00 69,821.00 67,087.00 71,889.00 126,356.00       123,813.00 $53,991.00 77.33% 329.391 $218.25
Midland School District 23,556.00 23,556.00 26,428.00 26,153.00 2,536.00          2,156.00 -$21,400.00 -90.85% 87.259 $299.72
Milbank School District 67,159.00 67,172.00 83,220.00 111,491.00 117,216.00       117,825.00 $50,666.00 75.44% 994.727 $112.08
Miller School District 109,404.00 109,401.00 105,454.00 127,428.00 108,314.00       101,717.00 -$7,687.00 -7.03% 523.642 $243.35
Mitchell School District 338,783.00 338,773.00 346,166.00 453,572.00 550,426.00       552,229.00 $213,446.00 63.00% 2,584.89 $175.47
Mobridge School District 141,166.00 141,162.00 136,772.00 158,671.00 243,131.00       241,108.00 $99,942.00 70.80% 561.685 $282.49
Montrose School District 25,627.00 25,626.00 33,398.00 40,940.00 40,626.00        39,982.00 $14,355.00 56.02% 220.345 $185.80
Mount Vernon School District 39,423.00 39,422.00 43,200.00 48,746.00 43,119.00        41,751.00 $2,328.00 5.91% 267.219 $182.42
New Underwood School District 44,858.00 44,857.00 49,346.00 51,825.00 45,150.00        39,171.00 -$5,687.00 -12.68% 275.186 $188.33
Newell School District 93,049.00 93,046.00 96,669.00 142,174.00 210,517.00       260,028.00 $166,979.00 179.45% 412.61 $344.57
Northwest School District 9,992.00 9,992.00 9,867.00 13,869.00 -$9,992.00 -100.00% 3.983 $3,482.05
Northwestern School District 52,548.00 52,547.00 49,910.00 54,162.00 52,312.00        54,577.00 $2,029.00 3.86% 268.68 $201.59
Oelrichs School District 16,160.00 16,160.00 22,756.00 35,305.00 48,225.00        56,995.00 $40,835.00 252.69% 84.257 $419.02
Oldham-Ramona School District 44,074.00 44,073.00 44,785.00 61,301.00 52,106.00        44,290.00 $216.00 0.49% 157.939 $388.13
Parker School District 52,199.00 52,198.00 53,749.00 52,794.00 42,954.00        42,996.00 -$9,203.00 -17.63% 445.845 $118.41
Parkston School District 111,208.00 111,205.00 119,171.00 165,999.00 177,688.00       205,058.00 $93,850.00 84.39% 660.334 $251.39
Pierre School District 191,620.00 191,620.00 215,220.00 302,776.00 324,183.00       319,040.00 $127,420.00 66.50% 2,679.35 $113.00
Plankinton School District 28,551.00 28,551.00 26,613.00 32,401.00 27,502.00        27,793.00 -$758.00 -2.65% 186.808 $173.45
Platte School District 155,469.00 155,464.00 147,228.00 173,842.00 147,765.00       125,601.00 -$29,868.00 -19.21% 443.634 $391.86
Pollock School District 16,388.00 16,388.00 15,311.00 18,068.00 2,254.00          1,916.00 -$14,472.00 -88.31% 107.483 $168.10
Polo School District 344 512 561.00             533.00 $533.00 8.273 $61.89
Rapid City School District 1,636,329.00 1,636,279.00 1,881,699.00 2,562,689.00 3,152,784.00    3,212,485.00 $1,576,156.00 96.32% 13,030.41 $196.67
Redfield School District 100,313.00 100,311.00 98,875.00 99,015.00 74,122.00        71,305.00 -$29,008.00 -28.92% 666.952 $148.46
Rosholt School District 63,643.00 63,641.00 63,328.00 72,352.00 119,417.00       142,573.00 $78,930.00 124.02% 188.838 $383.14
Roslyn School District 38,962.00 38,967.00 44,446.00 60,847.00 55,644.00        54,366.00 $15,404.00 39.54% 172.491 $352.75
Rutland School District 22,523.00 22,523.00 19,582.00 23,887.00 2,959.00          2,515.00 -$20,008.00 -88.83% 109.169 $218.81
Scotland School District 62,286.00 62,284.00 68,653.00 89,065.00 90,427.00        89,027.00 $26,741.00 42.93% 306.132 $290.94
Selby School District 63,760.00 63,758.00 67,054.00 86,509.00 73,533.00        65,950.00 $2,190.00 3.43% 235.064 $368.02
Shannon County School District 1,396,144.00 1,396,103.00 1,345,387.00 1,896,816.00 2,567,405.00    2,944,391.00 $1,548,247.00 110.89% 943.006 $2,011.46
Sioux Falls School District 949,641.00 949,641.00 1,256,591.00 1,773,920.00 2,512,760.00    2,478,350.00 $1,528,709.00 160.98% 19,488.42 $91.02
Sioux Valley School District 29,419.00 29,419.00 30,762.00 24,270.00 74,035.00        72,861.00 $43,442.00 147.67% 557.083 $43.57
Sisseton School District 372,035.00 372,023.00 353,067.00 433,783.00 566,808.00       608,036.00 $236,001.00 63.44% 1,193.66 $363.41
Smee School District 47,691.00 47,690.00 46,347.00 62,431.00 196,659.00       252,737.00 $205,046.00 429.95% 243.208 $256.70
South Shore School District 22,494.00 22,493.00 24,072.00 27,572.00 23,437.00        22,282.00 -$212.00 -0.94% 113.884 $242.11
Spearfish School District 149,434.00 149,434.00 191,542.00 256,915.00 326,611.00       302,074.00 $152,640.00 102.15% 2,006.90 $128.02
Stanley County School District 45,653.00 45,653.00 59,697.00 78,258.00 77,074.00        86,719.00 $41,066.00 89.95% 553.586 $141.37
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Stickney School District 41,065.00 41,065.00 44,095.00 46,977.00 46,515.00        54,272.00 $13,207.00 32.16% 162.064 $289.87
Sully Buttes School District 29,365.00 29,369.00 34,155.00 -$29,365.00 -100.00%
Summit School District 37,475.00 37,475.00 38,243.00 32,792.00 55,369.00        53,474.00 $15,999.00 42.69% 140.942 $232.66
Tea Area School District 16,149.00        15,893.00 $15,893.00
Timber Lake School District 115,856.00 115,853.00 122,557.00 144,801.00 158,945.00       186,052.00 $70,196.00 60.59% 291.815 $496.21
Todd County School District 1,061,694.00 1,061,819.00 1,136,837.00 1,745,974.00 1,885,491.00    2,447,916.00 $1,386,222.00 130.57% 1,981.97 $880.93
Tripp-Delmont School District 70,897.00 70,895.00 67,828.00 76,871.00 122,486.00       136,532.00 $65,635.00 92.58% 288.445 $266.50
Tri-Valley School District 93,053.00 93,051.00 106,107.00 134,185.00 93,761.00        79,697.00 -$13,356.00 -14.35% 801.384 $167.44
Tulare School District 62,362.00 62,360.00 59,595.00 65,139.00 64,816.00        -$62,362.00 -100.00% 182.524 $356.88
Veblen School District 39,497.00 39,496.00 38,553.00 40,711.00 -$39,497.00 -100.00% 96.574 $421.55
Vermillion School District 178,474.00 178,469.00 216,687.00 275,028.00 276,524.00       272,138.00 $93,664.00 52.48% 1,334.40 $206.11
Viborg School District 44,617.00 44,616.00 41,125.00 48,485.00 51,111.00        53,537.00 $8,920.00 19.99% 255.765 $189.57
Wagner School District 278,712.00 278,704.00 271,003.00 323,734.00 431,947.00       448,734.00 $170,022.00 61.00% 742.561 $435.97
Wakonda School District 24,880.00 24,880.00 21,023.00 24,781.00 22,031.00        23,651.00 -$1,229.00 -4.94% 156.825 $158.02
Wall School District 51,912.00 51,910.00 56,929.00 75,076.00 89,883.00        94,389.00 $42,477.00 81.83% 299.597 $250.59
Warner School District 25,253.00 25,253.00 24,939.00 31,122.00 46,438.00        44,113.00 $18,860.00 74.68% 293.44 $106.06
Watertown School District 304,178.00 304,178.00 344,604.00 453,112.00 438,370.00       444,105.00 $139,927.00 46.00% 3,910.81 $115.86
Waubay School District 110,102.00 110,099.00 101,013.00 142,597.00 129,608.00       126,302.00 $16,200.00 14.71% 237.345 $600.80
Waverly School District 27,095.00 27,094.00 26,161.00 33,635.00 29,916.00        29,562.00 $2,467.00 9.11% 132.297 $254.24
Webster School District 89,399.00 89,397.00 80,820.00 87,667.00 84,881.00        84,333.00 -$5,066.00 -5.67% 522.266 $167.86
Wessington School District 34,809.00 34,808.00 31,388.00 34,870.00 2,406.00          -$34,809.00 -100.00% 77.103 $452.25
Wessington Springs School District 73,464.00 73,463.00 76,174.00 77,638.00 103,730.00       109,946.00 $36,482.00 49.66% 343.715 $225.88
West Central School District 53,733.00 53,733.00 60,636.00 78,252.00 86,489.00        86,676.00 $32,943.00 61.31% 1,138.45 $68.74
White Lake School District 27,343.00 27,343.00 28,313.00 36,667.00 48,861.00        71,955.00 $44,612.00 163.16% 173.374 $211.49
White River School District 171,821.00 171,816.00 171,375.00 220,925.00 288,348.00       373,497.00 $201,676.00 117.38% 383.869 $575.52
Willow Lake School District 37,424.00 37,423.00 34,152.00 34,807.00 81,974.00        88,597.00 $51,173.00 136.74% 219.485 $158.58
Wilmot School District 76,293.00 76,291.00 72,706.00 84,944.00 82,421.00        76,951.00 $658.00 0.86% 279.694 $303.70
Winner School District 186,785.00 186,807.00 234,798.00 322,543.00 305,342.00       341,661.00 $154,876.00 82.92% 964.064 $334.57
Wolsey School District 28,051.00 28,050.00 30,205.00 27,074.00 37,555.00        49,047.00 $20,996.00 74.85% 204.934 $132.11
Wood School District 31,179.00 31,178.00 29,991.00 33,760.00 30,634.00        28,934.00 -$2,245.00 -7.20% 57.181 $590.41
Woonsocket School District 69,918.00 69,916.00 62,725.00 69,712.00 66,500.00        58,499.00 -$11,419.00 -16.33% 195.889 $355.88
Yankton School District 293,925.00 293,916.00 290,907.00 355,802.00 298,479.00       289,786.00 -$4,139.00 -1.41% 3,068.81 $115.94

Totals $18,774,216.00 $18,770,684.00 $19,855,749.00 $25,659,898.00 $30,088,883.00 $31,963,381.00 123,740.14 $207.37

Source:  SDDOE Website (http://www.state.sd.us/deca/Grants/Allocations/index.htm) 
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ABERDEEN SCHOOL DISTRICT 06-1 124.52$       560.89$               263.19$          1,185.55$             442.02$       363.77$       300.98$       277.81$       3,737.11 22.20%
AGAR SCHOOL DISTRICT 58-1 448.28$       304.79$       117.58$       
AGAR-BLUNT-ONIDA SCHOOL DISTRICT 58-3 137.66$       649.33$               245.61$          1,158.52$             644.76$       302.80 21.20%
ALCESTER-HUDSON SCHOOL DISTRICT 61-1 203.06$       860.42$               224.18$          949.90$                555.69$       533.35$       397.67$       338.63$       353.89 23.60%
ALPENA SCHOOL DISTRICT 36-1 2,183.03$    3,358.50$            2,789.39$       4,291.37$             6,477.01$    2,399.79$    1,702.38$    764.03$       16.93 65.00%
ANDES CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 11-1 434.35$       668.23$               851.81$          1,310.48$             5,456.53$    3,357.31$    3,358.71$    9,568.18$    349.55 65.00%
ARLINGTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 38-1 136.42$       464.00$               224.60$          763.95$                521.79$       369.40$       407.07$       317.61$       325.36 29.40%
ARMOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT 21-1 209.48$       593.43$               209.48$          593.43$                638.59$       647.58$       580.93$       304.51$       223.76 35.30%
ARTESIAN-LETCHER SCHOOL DISTRICT 55-5 309.90$       584.72$               528.77$          997.68$                1,031.73$    791.81$       690.17$       487.43$       270.56 53.00%
AVON SCHOOL DISTRICT 04-1 216.89$       546.32$               220.92$          556.47$                861.76$       488.58$       449.87$       360.27$       248.03 39.70%
BALTIC SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-1 158.16$       1,027.02$            233.84$          1,518.46$             406.16$       348.94$       288.70$       283.24$       342.64 15.40%
BELLE FOURCHE SCHOOL DISTRICT 09-1 200.70$       519.96$               323.14$          837.14$                594.92$       504.90$       502.41$       435.74$       1,309.65 38.60%
BENNETT COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 03-1 764.84$       935.01$               1,033.73$       1,263.73$             4,038.72$    2,771.06$    1,242.56$    923.33$       575.02 81.80%
BERESFORD SCHOOL DISTRICT 61-2 142.52$       505.39$               255.43$          905.77$                557.58$       501.36$       400.25$       251.94$       714.06 28.20%
BIG STONE CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 25-1 -$             -$                     9.91$              35.65$                  942.45$       319.16$       494.81$       142.05$       87.18 27.80%
BISON SCHOOL DISTRICT 52-1 266.52$       567.07$               403.75$          859.04$                1,397.42$    915.40$       791.66$       845.52$       135.12 47.00%
BON HOMME SCHOOL DISTRICT 04-2 174.73$       505.01$               301.66$          871.85$                591.78$       557.23$       418.17$       368.30$       689.05 34.60%
BONESTEEL-FAIRFAX SCHOOL DISTRICT 26-5 453.11$       690.72$               677.07$          1,032.12$             6,201.13$    2,815.16$    1,456.26$    1,108.86$    178.28 65.60%
BOWDLE SCHOOL DISTRICT 22-1 205.51$       390.71$               424.79$          807.59$                584.33$       443.45$       458.69$       407.12$       132.58 52.60%
BRANDON VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-2 17.80$         197.73$               68.06$            756.20$                211.96$       195.59$       143.35$       120.44$       2,583.80 9.00%
BRIDGEWATER SCHOOL DISTRICT 43-6 220.58$       706.97$               367.20$          1,176.93$             763.56$       484.56$       432.81$       362.88$       194.94 31.20%
BRISTOL SCHOOL DISTRICT 18-1 374.26$       1,871.29$            407.22$          2,036.09$             844.24$       811.44$       695.25$       781.19$       99.31 20.00%
BRITTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 45-1 153.35$       507.79$               403.66$          1,336.63$             608.26$       402.94$       480.87$       287.88$       534.35 30.20%
BROOKINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT 05-1 90.64$         542.77$               171.17$          1,024.98$             344.39$       282.96$       216.07$       212.80$       2,660.28 16.70%
BURKE SCHOOL DISTRICT 26-2 292.09$       500.15$               479.87$          821.69$                1,098.15$    1,149.92$    619.65$       468.05$       241.02 58.40%
CANISTOTA SCHOOL DISTRICT 43-1 58.04$         181.96$               206.51$          647.38$                426.74$       410.45$       266.84$       172.59$       247.57 31.90%
CANTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 41-1 79.74$         394.75$               154.40$          764.34$                354.95$       300.97$       239.14$       226.16$       962.95 20.20%
CARTHAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT 48-2 -$             -$                19.64$         1,005.55$    433.99$       463.25$       4.75 0.00%
CASTLEWOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT 28-1 240.45$       801.51$               406.76$          1,355.87$             983.80$       476.37$       297.07$       286.82$       290.66 30.00%
CENTERVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT 60-1 148.60$       614.04$               262.77$          1,085.85$             588.42$       478.40$       359.87$       334.64$       256.86 24.20%
CHAMBERLAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 07-1 601.80$       1,592.05$            820.28$          2,170.06$             1,465.21$    1,526.46$    1,232.32$    878.16$       892.31 37.80%
CHESTER AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT 39-1 52.75$         157.94$               114.91$          344.03$                447.59$       366.07$       410.24$       207.64$       351.02 33.40%
CLARK SCHOOL DISTRICT 12-2 309.83$       860.64$               503.83$          1,399.54$             781.62$       569.72$       609.28$       458.92$       447.83 36.00%
COLMAN-EGAN SCHOOL DISTRICT 50-5 115.39$       544.30$               242.90$          1,145.75$             554.56$       280.52$       244.78$       217.99$       322.16 21.20%
COLOME SCHOOL DISTRICT 59-1 207.66$       425.54$               339.05$          694.77$                1,287.12$    1,131.95$    669.55$       320.67$       169.83 48.80%
CONDE SCHOOL DISTRICT 56-1 255.76$       844.09$               421.65$          1,391.59$             1,895.23$    1,063.11$    861.02$       522.97$       76.57 30.30%
CORSICA SCHOOL DISTRICT 21-2 266.46$       807.47$               456.62$          1,383.70$             841.64$       750.08$       875.36$       409.26$       203.95 33.00%
CRESBARD SCHOOL DISTRICT 24-1 364.80$       600.00$               523.49$          861.00$                718.71$       547.78$       490.54$       406.43$       166.12 60.80%
CUSTER SCHOOL DISTRICT 16-1 165.29$       562.22$               329.60$          1,121.10$             1,047.41$    922.39$       849.95$       737.76$       989.49 29.40%
DAKOTA VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 61-8 -$             -$                     54.71$            325.64$                286.53$       291.99$       264.72$       191.17$       833.95 16.80%
DE SMET SCHOOL DISTRICT 38-2 -$             -$                     92.38$            337.15$                433.58$       791.67$       381.93$       311.34$       308.00 27.40%
DELL RAPIDS SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-3 63.08$         396.74$               142.99$          899.33$                386.53$       315.35$       265.92$       259.71$       932.27 15.90%
DEUBROOK AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT 05-6 142.26$       398.50$               263.87$          739.12$                462.07$       321.23$       314.07$       365.18$       365.73 35.70%
DEUEL SCHOOL DISTRICT 19-4 171.39$       540.66$               282.67$          891.71$                462.79$       347.99$       295.51$       317.00$       555.95 31.70%
DOLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT 56-2 339.10$       702.08$               540.66$          1,119.38$             792.14$       686.53$       445.95$       462.21$       171.51 48.30%
DOUGLAS SCHOOL DISTRICT 51-1 183.38$       533.08$               309.83$          900.65$                3,101.74$    2,500.27$    2,283.43$    5,999.46$    2,506.18 34.40%
DUPREE SCHOOL DISTRICT 64-2 1,535.34$    2,298.41$            2,399.31$       3,591.78$             5,813.88$    5,850.69$    3,933.72$    4,465.68$    251.90 66.80%
EAGLE BUTTE SCHOOL DISTRICT 20-1 1,226.87$    1,226.87$            2,270.07$       2,270.07$             5,894.81$    3,486.13$    3,002.63$    2,027.26$    397.65 100.00%

All Federal Revenue Sources --- Dollars per ADM

Identifiable NCLB Revenues 
Title I -Part A - Revenues
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EDGEMONT SCHOOL DISTRICT 23-1 193.20$       367.99$               331.64$          631.70$                1,529.59$    1,328.49$    1,292.11$    1,218.98$    175.39 52.50%
EDMUNDS CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 22-5 213.47$       452.26$               333.90$          707.41$                640.43$       359.13$       386.98$       367.67$       175.18 47.20%
ELK POINT-JEFFERSON SCHOOL DISTRICT 61-7 74.65$         386.78$               156.02$          808.42$                341.23$       340.03$       337.34$       216.08$       674.91 19.30%
ELKTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 05-3 227.32$       730.92$               369.61$          1,188.45$             531.78$       421.69$       332.19$       432.07$       375.05 31.10%
ELM VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 06-2 102.11$       257.21$               188.73$          475.40$                1,720.40$    1,301.47$    740.83$       694.76$       216.63 39.70%
EMERY SCHOOL DISTRICT 30-2 217.27$       568.77$               331.15$          866.88$                1,255.20$    577.98$       834.47$       503.61$       190.98 38.20%
ESTELLINE SCHOOL DISTRICT 28-2 142.32$       479.21$               224.64$          756.37$                497.67$       322.78$       363.79$       307.95$       278.86 29.70%
ETHAN SCHOOL DISTRICT 17-1 241.57$       671.03$               338.76$          940.99$                682.53$       555.31$       598.88$       512.91$       211.94 36.00%
EUREKA SCHOOL DISTRICT 44-1 177.41$       563.20$               290.18$          921.20$                612.37$       641.89$       387.57$       381.96$       236.89 31.50%
FAITH SCHOOL DISTRICT 46-2 221.91$       339.84$               374.71$          573.82$                773.15$       728.45$       496.83$       487.26$       229.01 65.30%
FAULKTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 24-2 218.24$       671.52$               313.32$          964.07$                456.79$       371.69$       354.23$       342.22$       291.79 32.50%
FLANDREAU SCHOOL DISTRICT 50-3 118.79$       446.58$               675.86$          2,540.81$             1,017.23$    918.79$       786.33$       759.42$       709.34 26.60%
FLORENCE SCHOOL DISTRICT 14-1 46.66$         118.14$               97.15$            245.96$                367.07$       280.31$       172.93$       136.79$       220.08 39.50%
FREEMAN SCHOOL DISTRICT 33-1 91.45$         283.12$               238.85$          739.48$                619.59$       419.43$       360.56$       330.66$       423.51 32.30%
GARRETSON SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-4 118.36$       773.58$               209.85$          1,371.59$             405.56$       269.82$       228.74$       157.53$       506.65 15.30%
GAYVILLE-VOLIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 63-1 117.75$       353.62$               185.98$          558.49$                534.36$       509.47$       460.21$       354.20$       237.04 33.30%
GEDDES COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 11-2 397.66$       895.64$               631.73$          1,422.81$             1,658.62$    965.16$       879.29$       576.47$       116.91 44.40%
GETTYSBURG SCHOOL DISTRICT 53-1 128.88$       575.35$               208.51$          930.85$                375.52$       281.56$       229.03$       354.61$       314.89 22.40%
GRANT-DEUEL SCHOOL DISTRICT 25-3 223.11$       559.17$               365.96$          917.18$                615.93$       507.45$       457.60$       437.27$       247.87 39.90%
GREGORY SCHOOL DISTRICT 26-4 206.24$       379.12$               353.35$          649.54$                955.16$       796.88$       688.88$       397.07$       437.78 54.40%
GROTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 06-3 100.32$       647.24$               195.46$          1,261.04$             484.45$       363.84$       351.61$       257.45$       535.71 15.50%
HAAKON SCHOOL DISTRICT 27-1 190.52$       762.06$               319.01$          1,276.04$             899.50$       917.03$       485.57$       350.35$       322.23 25.00%
HAMLIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 28-3 154.59$       318.09$               265.43$          546.15$                529.29$       498.46$       292.43$       267.49$       632.10 48.60%
HANSON SCHOOL DISTRICT 30-1 233.81$       500.65$               366.85$          785.54$                925.15$       497.15$       534.68$       469.66$       332.65 46.70%
HARDING COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 31-1 256.28$       663.95$               398.11$          1,031.38$             868.75$       893.65$       837.56$       681.30$       278.51 38.60%
HARRISBURG SCHOOL DISTRICT 41-2 52.69$         506.60$               125.49$          1,206.62$             250.32$       225.53$       177.17$       149.81$       897.74 10.40%
HARROLD SCHOOL DISTRICT 32-1 360.13$       646.56$               673.34$          1,208.87$             2,583.35$    2,469.99$    856.37$       572.44$       105.09 55.70%
HECLA-HOUGHTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 06-4 1,009.38$    932.32$       1,086.16$    0.00%
HENRY SCHOOL DISTRICT 14-2 85.91$         225.48$               164.73$          432.36$                420.95$       335.80$       195.19$       200.01$       158.37 38.10%
HERREID SCHOOL DISTRICT 10-1 221.96$       658.65$               389.63$          1,156.16$             612.67$       442.23$       305.31$       387.50$       177.31 33.70%
HILL CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 51-2 155.69$       398.19$               273.87$          700.43$                1,352.85$    1,423.85$    1,311.48$    1,261.56$    563.50 39.10%
HITCHCOCK SCHOOL DISTRICT 02-1 517.62$       1,152.82$            719.35$          1,602.12$             925.34$       693.44$       688.92$       645.72$       98.81 44.90%
HOT SPRINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT 23-2 229.53$       622.04$               421.42$          1,142.05$             696.25$       515.90$       485.66$       446.55$       891.17 36.90%
HOVEN SCHOOL DISTRICT 53-2 476.28$       848.98$               691.78$          1,233.13$             898.68$       748.84$       666.57$       849.63$       168.33 56.10%
HOWARD SCHOOL DISTRICT 48-3 229.49$       819.60$               398.86$          1,424.49$             666.68$       423.58$       339.24$       378.93$       445.23 28.00%
HURLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 60-2 138.64$       877.48$               255.84$          1,619.27$             607.47$       442.63$       379.97$       381.47$       173.38 15.80%
HURON SCHOOL DISTRICT 02-2 160.97$       509.41$               244.20$          772.78$                540.30$       518.23$       466.07$       436.62$       2,174.33 31.60%
HYDE SCHOOL DISTRICT 34-1 236.14$       593.32$               425.56$          1,069.24$             650.73$       601.80$       618.48$       494.33$       258.49 39.80%
IPSWICH SCHOOL DISTRICT 22-3 220.60$       555.68$               354.82$          893.76$                552.30$       455.72$       517.30$       401.32$       396.98 39.70%
IRENE SCHOOL DISTRICT 63-2 225.00$       683.90$               513.44$          1,560.61$             872.78$       536.03$       362.49$       350.19$       230.57 32.90%
IROQUOIS SCHOOL DISTRICT 02-3 158.34$       404.97$               221.55$          566.63$                484.65$       547.51$       469.56$       434.86$       217.56 39.10%
ISABEL SCHOOL DISTRICT 20-2 699.37$       1,139.04$            1,138.00$       1,853.43$             2,515.44$    1,773.20$    832.73$       1,906.14$    116.41 61.40%
JONES COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 37-3 264.08$       426.46$          712.57$       574.65$       606.82$       394.03$       188.06 0.00%
KADOKA SCHOOL DISTRICT 35-1 881.35$       1,548.94$            1,381.67$       2,428.24$             2,987.77$    1,993.72$    1,396.18$    1,315.82$    353.96 56.90%
KIMBALL SCHOOL DISTRICT 07-2 315.92$       559.16$               552.03$          977.05$                1,092.12$    696.71$       701.63$       646.51$       276.35 56.50%
LAKE PRESTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 38-3 182.38$       448.10$               330.06$          810.96$                645.76$       395.03$       430.02$       383.63$       222.40 40.70%
LANGFORD SCHOOL DISTRICT 45-2 262.60$       517.95$               262.60$          517.95$                713.17$       361.77$       383.39$       285.36$       240.42 50.70%
LEAD-DEADWOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT 40-1 122.94$       377.12$               230.36$          706.64$                779.93$       706.20$       636.72$       516.54$       1,086.25 32.60%
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LEMMON SCHOOL DISTRICT 52-2 245.75$       406.87$               412.66$          683.20$                1,385.44$    711.74$       560.05$       663.11$       390.01 60.40%
LENNOX SCHOOL DISTRICT 41-4 44.70$         296.00$               114.59$          758.90$                391.29$       247.87$       213.88$       191.95$       1,635.73 15.10%
LEOLA SCHOOL DISTRICT 44-2 466.74$       937.23$               540.58$          1,085.50$             683.51$       636.30$       679.38$       523.61$       235.02 49.80%
LYMAN SCHOOL DISTRICT 42-1 660.27$       1,375.57$            1,014.14$       2,112.78$             2,020.93$    754.55$       820.15$       788.27$       410.02 48.00%
MADISON CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 39-2 116.70$       459.47$               220.87$          869.55$                610.64$       537.20$       409.98$       193.25$       1,235.20 25.40%
MARION SCHOOL DISTRICT 60-3 51.07$         239.77$               371.25$          1,742.95$             775.70$       349.59$       342.93$       329.24$       282.87 21.30%
MCCOOK CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 43-7 195.12$       679.87$               233.93$          815.08$                603.89$       445.80$       491.46$       411.15$       361.67 28.70%
MCINTOSH SCHOOL DISTRICT 15-1 678.53$       678.53$               1,236.43$       1,236.43$             4,656.50$    3,922.19$    2,890.41$    2,664.32$    164.00 100.00%
MCLAUGHLIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 15-2 830.07$       987.00$               1,500.33$       1,783.98$             9,453.75$    4,903.42$    3,777.80$    1,202.53$    422.00 84.10%
MEADE SCHOOL DISTRICT 46-1 201.45$       754.48$               329.58$          1,234.39$             720.40$       578.66$       486.07$       439.60$       2,707.44 26.70%
MENNO SCHOOL DISTRICT 33-2 203.08$       443.41$               321.90$          702.84$                470.79$       500.03$       650.40$       551.04$       329.39 45.80%
MIDLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT 27-2 297.33$       699.60$               463.29$          1,090.08$             799.87$       545.95$       664.82$       460.46$       87.26 42.50%
MILBANK SCHOOL DISTRICT 25-4 115.00$       635.36$               217.90$          1,203.84$             461.68$       599.96$       254.34$       267.01$       994.73 18.10%
MILLER SCHOOL DISTRICT 29-1 240.14$       580.04$               363.80$          878.73$                552.12$       620.62$       491.43$       396.14$       523.64 41.40%
MITCHELL SCHOOL DISTRICT 17-2 63.58$         211.93$               334.98$          1,116.62$             624.70$       491.39$       347.34$       336.43$       2,584.89 30.00%
MOBRIDGE SCHOOL DISTRICT 62-3 227.23$       596.41$               446.08$          1,170.80$             662.71$       719.69$       506.20$       466.77$       561.69 38.10%
MONTROSE SCHOOL DISTRICT 43-2 182.23$       502.02$               251.86$          693.82$                681.81$       446.06$       433.99$       339.51$       220.35 36.30%
MOUNT VERNON SCHOOL DISTRICT 17-3 122.16$       342.17$               222.92$          624.43$                718.31$       959.05$       506.55$       303.49$       267.22 35.70%
NEW UNDERWOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT 51-3 188.42$       607.79$               320.67$          1,034.41$             552.78$       526.52$       417.82$       441.46$       275.19 31.00%
NEWELL SCHOOL DISTRICT 09-2 318.22$       631.40$               547.83$          1,086.97$             1,076.65$    911.46$       741.77$       745.34$       412.61 50.40%
NORTHWEST SCHOOL DISTRICT 52-3 3,002.98$    4,799.72$       12,707.45$  13,072.57$  4,079.45$    1,290.71$    3.98 0.00%
NORTHWESTERN SCHOOL DISTRICT 56-3 235.85$       623.95$               429.25$          1,135.59$             643.37$       376.38$       422.14$       352.60$       268.68 37.80%
OELRICHS SCHOOL DISTRICT 23-3 682.84$       829.70$               894.47$          1,086.84$             4,057.21$    6,089.17$    2,019.57$    3,556.28$    84.26 82.30%
OLDHAM - RAMONA SCHOOL DISTRICT 39-5 348.04$       639.78$               488.64$          898.23$                942.52$       698.81$       511.07$       502.44$       157.94 54.40%
PARKER SCHOOL DISTRICT 60-4 119.42$       823.59$               236.30$          1,629.65$             842.30$       817.17$       461.69$       270.52$       445.85 14.50%
PARKSTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 33-3 233.19$       757.11$               369.49$          1,199.64$             633.98$       716.21$       464.62$       332.66$       660.33 30.80%
PIERRE SCHOOL DISTRICT 32-2 113.03$       530.66$               255.55$          1,199.74$             551.83$       481.91$       350.17$       276.71$       2,679.35 21.30%
PLANKINTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 01-1 210.25$       620.22$               309.42$          912.73$                1,455.51$    812.82$       787.27$       355.28$       186.81 33.90%
PLATTE COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 11-3 396.51$       1,592.43$            586.98$          2,357.37$             1,104.05$    760.15$       686.01$       504.29$       443.63 24.90%
POLLOCK SCHOOL DISTRICT 10-2 166.04$       341.64$               306.44$          630.53$                612.77$       760.84$       678.81$       974.16$       107.48 48.60%
POLO SCHOOL DISTRICT 29-2 -$             398.16$          1,961.80$    677.45$       398.75$       228.19$       8.27 0.00%
RAPID CITY AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT 51-4 187.80$       632.32$               369.54$          1,244.23$             641.04$       484.93$       413.57$       333.96$       13,030.41 29.70%
REDFIELD SCHOOL DISTRICT 56-4 174.29$       611.53$               259.97$          912.17$                576.10$       537.91$       358.59$       295.11$       666.95 28.50%
ROSHOLT SCHOOL DISTRICT 54-4 356.42$       1,291.36$            621.00$          2,250.00$             1,327.41$    575.76$       546.03$       614.55$       188.84 27.60%
ROSLYN SCHOOL DISTRICT 18-2 406.58$       670.93$               406.58$          670.93$                892.95$       552.97$       740.46$       362.55$       172.49 60.60%
RUTLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT 39-4 220.32$       1,439.99$            495.28$          3,237.11$             1,623.22$    520.00$       385.48$       532.98$       109.17 15.30%
SCOTLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT 04-3 288.01$       859.75$               486.72$          1,452.91$             792.19$       480.53$       424.03$       357.79$       306.13 33.50%
SELBY AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT 62-5 358.67$       972.00$               553.03$          1,498.73$             779.06$       614.86$       415.34$       507.11$       235.06 36.90%
SHANNON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 65-1 1,922.39$    1,922.39$            3,418.94$       3,418.94$             10,359.86$  10,501.25$  8,982.21$    7,821.45$    943.01 100.00%
SIOUX FALLS SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-5 98.41$         368.57$               182.16$          682.26$                594.03$       517.49$       411.96$       387.29$       19,488.42 26.70%
SIOUX VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 05-5 44.87$         358.99$               114.29$          914.29$                387.40$       343.85$       236.19$       234.09$       557.08 12.50%
SISSETON SCHOOL DISTRICT 54-9 353.72$       530.32$               625.12$          937.21$                1,675.69$    1,419.55$    1,022.67$    1,416.38$    1,193.66 66.70%
SMEE SCHOOL DISTRICT 15-3 282.80$       282.80$               1,402.25$       1,402.25$             10,738.77$  4,410.45$    6,959.60$    5,666.14$    243.21 100.00%
SOUTH SHORE SCHOOL DISTRICT 14-3 187.43$       606.56$               357.10$          1,155.65$             648.43$       484.17$       383.08$       397.94$       113.88 30.90%
SPEARFISH SCHOOL DISTRICT 40-2 123.15$       589.23$               260.18$          1,244.89$             506.17$       401.34$       369.61$       322.23$       2,006.90 20.90%
STANLEY COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 57-1 115.93$       399.76$               208.72$          719.73$                1,439.80$    1,774.76$    706.00$       695.80$       553.59 29.00%
STICKNEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 01-2 329.62$       683.87$               418.81$          868.90$                903.08$       821.66$       792.03$       436.67$       162.06 48.20%
SULLY BUTTES SCHOOL DISTRICT 58-2 635.17$       375.12$       333.66$       0.00%
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SUMMIT SCHOOL DISTRICT 54-6 -$             -$                     118.41$          286.01$                1,455.66$    455.51$       399.83$       684.15$       140.94 41.40%
TIMBER LAKE SCHOOL DISTRICT 20-3 492.22$       988.40$               743.59$          1,493.16$             4,037.39$    3,589.15$    2,411.39$    6,060.32$    291.82 49.80%
TODD COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 66-1 874.99$       874.99$               2,050.94$       2,050.94$             7,226.28$    5,694.25$    5,560.80$    5,475.78$    1,981.97 100.00%
TRIPP-DELMONT SCHOOL DISTRICT 33-5 283.03$       550.65$               377.67$          734.77$                564.13$       529.80$       414.35$       362.30$       288.45 51.40%
TRI-VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-6 138.42$       995.86$               254.86$          1,833.56$             429.90$       358.59$       259.37$       211.17$       801.38 13.90%
TULARE SCHOOL DISTRICT 56-5 447.65$       975.27$               578.27$          1,259.84$             782.96$       537.21$       686.15$       491.90$       182.52 45.90%
VEBLEN SCHOOL DISTRICT 45-3 458.84$       991.01$               642.84$          1,388.41$             1,015.83$    687.85$       471.45$       514.92$       96.57 46.30%
VERMILLION SCHOOL DISTRICT 13-1 194.73$       628.17$               347.91$          1,122.30$             648.08$       478.30$       367.50$       332.38$       1,334.40 31.00%
VIBORG SCHOOL DISTRICT 60-5 198.73$       630.89$               353.98$          1,123.74$             761.79$       446.78$       390.69$       403.18$       255.77 31.50%
WAGNER COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 11-4 429.32$       689.11$               825.90$          1,325.69$             2,920.38$    4,057.84$    2,134.78$    724.98$       742.56 62.30%
WAKONDA SCHOOL DISTRICT 13-2 157.82$       520.85$               286.00$          943.88$                712.99$       419.05$       399.75$       348.13$       156.83 30.30%
WALL SCHOOL DISTRICT 51-5 225.03$       882.48$               431.02$          1,690.28$             929.08$       964.63$       1,075.88$    664.26$       299.60 25.50%
WARNER SCHOOL DISTRICT 06-5 106.82$       415.66$               204.57$          795.98$                425.26$       267.15$       338.84$       274.00$       293.44 25.70%
WATERTOWN SCHOOL DISTRICT 14-4 89.66$         360.09$               202.74$          814.23$                415.86$       456.37$       269.69$       210.85$       3,910.81 24.90%
WAUBAY SCHOOL DISTRICT 18-3 544.76$       754.52$               768.23$          1,064.04$             1,013.74$    990.95$       897.90$       940.59$       237.35 72.20%
WAVERLY SCHOOL DISTRICT 14-5 298.19$       603.63$               476.78$          965.15$                710.63$       364.80$       370.30$       593.04$       132.30 49.40%
WEBSTER SCHOOL DISTRICT 18-4 161.87$       580.16$               727.94$          2,609.12$             967.43$       671.86$       541.74$       539.29$       522.27 27.90%
WESSINGTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 02-4 299.75$       999.18$               568.71$          1,895.70$             1,445.15$    1,427.04$    1,682.96$    538.85$       77.10 30.00%
WESSINGTON SPRINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT 36-2 305.34$       710.08$               433.16$          1,007.34$             935.08$       896.47$       1,118.92$    584.05$       343.72 43.00%
WEST CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-7 69.42$         625.41$               152.11$          1,370.39$             424.58$       279.36$       240.15$       221.15$       1,138.45 11.10%
WHITE LAKE SCHOOL DISTRICT 01-3 210.54$       392.07$               321.28$          598.29$                2,032.23$    1,238.29$    1,995.18$    329.25$       173.37 53.70%
WHITE RIVER SCHOOL DISTRICT 47-1 579.34$       579.34$               1,176.54$       1,176.54$             5,878.80$    5,577.08$    1,646.04$    2,049.57$    383.87 100.00%
WILLOW LAKE SCHOOL DISTRICT 12-3 145.77$       285.27$               203.69$          398.60$                382.98$       559.79$       366.71$       456.71$       219.49 51.10%
WILMOT SCHOOL DISTRICT 54-7 340.50$       662.46$               541.62$          1,053.74$             722.46$       651.54$       591.88$       493.35$       279.69 51.40%
WINNER SCHOOL DISTRICT 59-2 347.40$       916.62$               546.23$          1,441.24$             948.41$       796.21$       634.43$       643.41$       964.06 37.90%
WOLSEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 02-5 137.73$       332.69$               239.21$          577.80$                559.61$       619.41$       722.17$       819.61$       204.93 41.40%
WOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT 47-2 583.69$       990.24$          1,237.49$    851.32$       915.22$       695.49$       57.18 0.00%
WOONSOCKET SCHOOL DISTRICT 55-4 329.50$       1,007.64$            569.24$          1,740.81$             1,163.99$    955.56$       986.47$       629.10$       195.89 32.70%
YANKTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 63-3 110.48$       449.12$               204.42$          830.96$                419.59$       349.47$       286.64$       267.79$       3,068.81 24.60%

Note 1: Identifiable NCLB Revenues Sources within the School Accounting System
           Title I - Part A
           Improving Teacher Quality
           Innovative Education
           Enhancing Education Through Technology
           Safe and Drug Free Schools
           Class Size Reduction and Eisenhower- Title II
           Bilingual Education
           Indian Education - Title IX

Source: DOE School Annual Financial Report Database
             DOE Statistical Digest



Federal Revenue Sources
FISCAL YEAR 1999-2003 (See Note 1)

SCHOOL NAME 2003 2002 2001 2000 2003 2002 2001 2000 2003 2002 2001 2000
ABERDEEN SCHOOL DISTRICT 06-1 465,336.77$     373,893.22$     332,536.59$     352,817.17$     983,575.79$     792,114.87$     638,224.96$     619,796.79$     1,651,875.73$    1,376,487.72$    1,153,578.29$    1,081,951.08$    
AGAR SCHOOL DISTRICT 58-1 -$                 -$                 300.00$            500.00$            -$                 7,440.80$         5,100.21$         1,947.72$         -$                   10,827.80$         8,595.21$           4,564.07$           
AGAR-BLUNT-ONIDA SCHOOL DISTRICT 58-3 41,682.94$       -$                 -$                 -$                 74,370.40$       -$                 -$                 -$                 195,234.53$       -$                   -$                   -$                   
ALCESTER-HUDSON SCHOOL DISTRICT 61-1 71,860.63$       60,359.23$       72,458.19$       80,749.28$       79,333.32$       99,562.81$       92,464.13$       93,469.88$       196,654.04$       211,027.56$       185,741.93$       172,114.01$       
ALPENA SCHOOL DISTRICT 36-1 36,960.83$       47,575.41$       58,057.85$       53,683.67$       47,227.13$       63,774.88$       71,375.55$       67,137.62$       109,662.24$       163,226.27$       159,156.83$       77,510.57$         
ANDES CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 11-1 151,826.84$     103,371.83$     90,472.95$       130,957.25$     297,751.23$     127,869.01$     91,327.95$       137,126.29$     1,907,336.32$    1,247,782.88$    1,259,697.07$    3,571,083.81$    
ARLINGTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 38-1 44,384.75$       50,389.96$       40,472.29$       40,129.00$       73,077.23$       66,800.24$       59,160.29$       55,132.00$       169,771.11$       132,108.35$       147,637.51$       114,645.74$       
ARMOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT 21-1 46,874.24$       39,445.18$       39,929.75$       40,036.00$       46,874.24$       56,664.08$       55,456.81$       53,988.70$       142,891.75$       147,363.80$       138,733.03$       77,372.84$         
ARTESIAN-LETCHER SCHOOL DISTRICT 55-5 83,848.51$       86,891.99$       76,295.78$       82,798.95$       143,065.51$     111,060.47$     97,123.28$       114,500.79$     279,147.49$       223,780.77$       198,897.32$       144,603.54$       
AVON SCHOOL DISTRICT 04-1 53,794.73$       58,535.83$       54,952.04$       56,747.04$       54,794.73$       78,889.83$       66,619.94$       66,021.03$       213,742.02$       126,509.27$       111,242.62$       88,971.82$         
BALTIC SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-1 54,193.14$       23,584.93$       22,270.60$       20,138.18$       80,124.73$       47,129.93$       42,312.75$       36,988.61$       139,166.98$       124,413.95$       96,204.55$         98,653.06$         
BELLE FOURCHE SCHOOL DISTRICT 09-1 262,851.16$     249,166.48$     231,131.81$     258,145.01$     423,196.16$     374,390.78$     331,950.38$     338,448.92$     779,138.72$       656,474.67$       670,854.52$       585,261.46$       
BENNETT COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 03-1 439,799.80$     317,067.92$     263,213.72$     286,006.97$     594,418.52$     526,741.00$     428,373.59$     432,333.11$     2,322,354.74$    1,629,966.29$    722,215.47$       540,138.87$       
BERESFORD SCHOOL DISTRICT 61-2 101,767.00$     75,067.94$       118,906.41$     60,869.75$       182,391.20$     115,422.94$     168,845.77$     81,421.75$       398,148.28$       363,021.52$       281,138.28$       177,385.26$       
BIG STONE CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 25-1 -$                 8,793.00$         23,943.50$       8,422.00$         864.00$            9,799.00$         26,014.61$       10,977.00$       82,162.76$         27,072.12$         45,661.11$         21,716.82$         
BISON SCHOOL DISTRICT 52-1 36,013.06$       34,077.41$       41,523.27$       35,687.97$       54,555.92$       49,991.50$       51,948.80$       39,127.80$       188,824.04$       131,454.96$       117,231.51$       133,093.79$       
BON HOMME SCHOOL DISTRICT 04-2 120,399.87$     127,554.87$     98,855.41$       104,793.42$     207,858.68$     182,649.40$     148,291.16$     133,004.04$     407,762.99$       395,391.40$       305,503.83$       283,731.67$       
BONESTEEL-FAIRFAX SCHOOL DISTRICT 26-5 80,779.63$       59,927.99$       41,361.42$       64,460.96$       120,706.12$     100,480.69$     71,756.06$       94,643.53$       1,105,519.57$    521,101.06$       272,150.86$       214,849.29$       
BOWDLE SCHOOL DISTRICT 22-1 27,247.34$       28,736.55$       28,649.00$       29,056.71$       56,319.54$       41,691.85$       35,485.68$       35,309.15$       77,471.54$         65,017.72$         66,363.08$         57,502.44$         
BRANDON VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-2 45,981.00$       48,306.00$       45,450.00$       45,450.00$       175,847.77$     162,535.16$     156,557.78$     132,798.01$     547,673.22$       495,140.63$       359,807.14$       300,697.16$       
BRIDGEWATER SCHOOL DISTRICT 43-6 43,000.00$       33,618.85$       31,271.98$       30,228.00$       71,583.81$       51,104.09$       46,012.25$       42,237.57$       148,851.15$       92,160.66$         79,467.85$         67,992.06$         
BRISTOL SCHOOL DISTRICT 18-1 37,166.04$       46,144.89$       43,428.64$       43,668.39$       40,439.28$       57,544.57$       52,699.64$       56,701.43$       83,837.64$         80,401.69$         77,549.88$         95,640.64$         
BRITTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 45-1 81,943.34$       64,495.58$       57,154.54$       58,763.10$       215,694.54$     127,727.72$     151,520.06$     102,686.67$     325,020.90$       205,064.97$       255,315.03$       151,423.25$       
BROOKINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT 05-1 241,133.68$     186,064.55$     166,920.00$     168,002.35$     455,363.00$     373,044.99$     338,056.25$     345,209.55$     916,159.69$       770,947.78$       598,037.42$       599,089.58$       
BURKE SCHOOL DISTRICT 26-2 70,399.00$       54,136.00$       45,884.00$       50,932.18$       115,657.90$     78,011.98$       67,630.80$       80,525.78$       264,675.03$       275,255.61$       156,370.93$       119,998.48$       
CANISTOTA SCHOOL DISTRICT 43-1 14,370.00$       15,667.17$       13,760.00$       13,879.91$       51,126.26$       29,272.17$       25,716.21$       15,307.12$       105,647.17$       97,543.21$         64,611.94$         42,733.87$         
CANTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 41-1 76,785.62$       60,839.99$       50,641.62$       52,077.20$       148,676.92$     106,872.38$     88,504.62$       87,248.92$       341,800.46$       282,437.60$       226,097.55$       219,178.23$       
CARTHAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT 48-2 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 4,921.97$         3,263.77$         3,325.22$         93.22$               5,251.97$           6,535.02$           14,381.71$         
CASTLEWOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT 28-1 69,890.83$       47,203.23$       41,199.78$       41,357.32$       118,230.20$     74,256.39$       62,780.78$       62,679.94$       285,953.65$       145,031.81$       98,666.86$         98,631.34$         
CENTERVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT 60-1 38,168.00$       36,881.00$       38,801.00$       36,687.32$       67,495.33$       53,641.00$       49,296.00$       47,171.32$       151,139.39$       129,980.53$       96,395.50$         102,354.90$       
CHAMBERLAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 07-1 536,990.67$     484,519.33$     477,135.64$     423,929.15$     731,949.69$     626,684.63$     623,185.97$     559,841.01$     1,307,429.94$    1,335,921.36$    1,096,670.38$    790,078.40$       
CHESTER AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT 39-1 18,517.00$       28,064.00$       22,843.10$       24,585.49$       40,334.00$       50,563.00$       35,283.29$       34,329.49$       157,113.10$       128,353.84$       151,694.94$       75,408.32$         
CLARK SCHOOL DISTRICT 12-2 138,750.15$     115,246.70$     115,668.63$     125,315.38$     225,629.60$     154,135.64$     145,763.11$     154,551.38$     350,028.11$       275,558.28$       322,115.89$       259,601.91$       
COLMAN-EGAN SCHOOL DISTRICT 50-5 37,175.00$       28,908.00$       28,059.00$       28,059.00$       78,252.52$       46,234.30$       44,107.64$       44,758.54$       178,659.61$       90,601.25$         83,850.00$         73,620.94$         
COLOME SCHOOL DISTRICT 59-1 35,267.50$       37,989.40$       36,195.56$       35,397.34$       57,581.50$       53,663.40$       46,385.09$       51,686.69$       218,594.27$       201,954.88$       127,320.95$       61,673.69$         
CONDE SCHOOL DISTRICT 56-1 19,582.26$       17,374.87$       26,628.42$       16,429.64$       32,283.87$       23,369.36$       30,934.72$       22,779.08$       145,107.93$       85,979.91$         60,555.84$         38,409.91$         
CORSICA SCHOOL DISTRICT 21-2 54,344.44$       50,378.05$       56,925.02$       58,227.63$       93,125.92$       69,242.79$       71,078.49$       74,429.51$       171,648.56$       163,184.70$       188,352.99$       94,528.30$         
CRESBARD SCHOOL DISTRICT 24-1 60,598.33$       63,245.60$       58,575.61$       62,593.46$       86,959.58$       73,010.69$       62,795.45$       66,737.41$       119,388.58$       93,398.37$         88,674.93$         79,182.36$         
CUSTER SCHOOL DISTRICT 16-1 163,554.99$     124,526.69$     95,912.16$       101,032.78$     326,140.29$     263,025.14$     214,593.84$     210,940.91$     1,036,403.97$    909,256.68$       845,381.38$       768,305.66$       
DAKOTA VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 61-8 -$                 42,613.00$       42,129.00$       46,770.00$       45,623.49$       87,623.00$       85,137.97$       78,658.53$       238,953.66$       234,709.48$       204,981.30$       145,305.87$       
DE SMET SCHOOL DISTRICT 38-2 -$                 43,077.65$       42,042.00$       49,146.99$       28,452.92$       61,876.23$       56,568.36$       72,213.38$       133,543.02$       236,980.06$       115,488.10$       102,477.78$       
DELL RAPIDS SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-3 58,810.00$       46,903.00$       20,775.50$       28,837.00$       133,309.50$     102,614.61$     65,661.92$       111,997.64$     360,347.89$       282,830.16$       229,054.53$       214,622.85$       
DEUBROOK AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT 05-6 52,030.66$       48,349.35$       39,028.10$       43,078.29$       96,504.38$       55,948.27$       51,256.05$       60,078.19$       168,993.70$       118,940.27$       117,920.15$       128,202.92$       
DEUEL SCHOOL DISTRICT 19-4 95,284.00$       88,888.85$       92,171.00$       78,483.93$       157,151.78$     127,753.36$     127,668.57$     108,292.95$     257,289.67$       208,682.99$       185,846.40$       203,401.73$       
DOLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT 56-2 58,159.88$       75,497.38$       43,132.87$       64,029.92$       92,729.00$       86,590.49$       59,810.85$       74,653.49$       135,861.55$       126,486.69$       85,304.27$         98,114.31$         
DOUGLAS SCHOOL DISTRICT 51-1 459,585.39$     351,853.90$     422,619.37$     195,385.17$     776,476.47$     576,760.34$     650,698.98$     368,654.35$     7,773,494.71$    5,659,971.88$    5,266,571.78$    13,618,168.84$  
DUPREE SCHOOL DISTRICT 64-2 386,749.00$     275,817.31$     276,377.51$     254,448.94$     604,381.82$     475,511.21$     385,150.41$     322,401.43$     1,464,505.95$    1,349,233.31$    953,050.09$       1,080,749.06$    
EAGLE BUTTE SCHOOL DISTRICT 20-1 487,860.58$     374,581.08$     485,346.69$     376,713.60$     902,685.09$     741,374.13$     752,225.57$     531,348.64$     2,344,054.02$    1,453,615.47$    1,200,570.52$    890,504.98$       
EDGEMONT SCHOOL DISTRICT 23-1 33,885.32$       27,725.48$       30,090.00$       34,639.36$       58,168.43$       39,663.88$       41,271.88$       47,125.01$       268,281.74$       247,291.26$       237,624.78$       233,418.83$       
EDMUNDS CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 22-5 37,395.49$       29,092.57$       35,220.63$       34,195.28$       58,492.47$       45,162.45$       53,278.11$       47,621.62$       112,190.74$       68,191.63$         74,850.71$         74,983.22$         
ELK POINT-JEFFERSON SCHOOL DISTRICT 61-7 50,381.00$       43,648.00$       45,720.00$       45,720.00$       105,302.85$     73,077.00$       69,653.00$       68,897.00$       230,298.24$       222,072.36$       220,469.65$       139,858.37$       
ELKTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 05-3 85,253.93$       70,422.07$       59,289.00$       69,709.24$       138,620.39$     108,819.91$     80,296.38$       95,284.50$       199,440.77$       161,095.35$       129,795.57$       150,571.55$       
ELM VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 06-2 22,121.00$       20,537.00$       22,241.35$       24,367.00$       40,886.03$       36,015.02$       30,392.17$       43,759.43$       372,694.58$       243,477.11$       134,186.62$       133,931.72$       
EMERY SCHOOL DISTRICT 30-2 41,494.64$       37,520.98$       44,627.44$       37,835.14$       63,243.05$       55,497.20$       58,351.69$       50,513.93$       239,720.37$       108,218.08$       161,695.11$       96,959.36$         
ESTELLINE SCHOOL DISTRICT 28-2 39,688.22$       38,944.41$       61,254.61$       31,858.49$       62,642.84$       55,997.53$       75,409.69$       63,323.80$       138,778.73$       90,002.53$         99,551.69$         85,179.74$         

Excluding Impact Aid-- Identifiable
Title I - Part A Revenues ---Dollars  NCLB Revenues Sources --- Dollars All Federal Revenue Sources --- Dollars



Federal Revenue Sources
FISCAL YEAR 1999-2003 (See Note 1)

SCHOOL NAME 2003 2002 2001 2000 2003 2002 2001 2000 2003 2002 2001 2000

Excluding Impact Aid-- Identifiable
Title I - Part A Revenues ---Dollars  NCLB Revenues Sources --- Dollars All Federal Revenue Sources --- Dollars

ETHAN SCHOOL DISTRICT 17-1 51,197.36$       38,986.76$       40,804.88$       36,842.49$       71,794.66$       56,641.76$       57,521.05$       58,908.31$       144,652.95$       110,198.24$       113,284.14$       98,082.81$         
EUREKA SCHOOL DISTRICT 44-1 42,026.00$       44,633.33$       46,620.85$       50,232.73$       68,740.31$       62,957.33$       62,405.85$       66,264.43$       145,065.96$       165,032.45$       100,420.23$       101,799.11$       
FAITH SCHOOL DISTRICT 46-2 50,820.07$       49,829.15$       30,341.80$       43,854.16$       85,810.48$       78,550.07$       41,355.97$       54,748.09$       177,056.58$       158,225.83$       103,702.56$       99,730.79$         
FAULKTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 24-2 63,681.98$       59,057.01$       57,800.00$       60,517.00$       91,425.36$       73,220.14$       62,389.66$       75,876.90$       133,287.39$       109,957.62$       107,944.66$       108,891.38$       
FLANDREAU SCHOOL DISTRICT 50-3 84,262.71$       79,840.37$       72,717.63$       69,803.20$       479,408.38$     447,486.90$     403,332.32$     224,841.98$     721,556.91$       696,552.22$       634,726.47$       635,111.07$       
FLORENCE SCHOOL DISTRICT 14-1 10,270.00$       11,565.00$       -$                 -$                 21,382.00$       19,370.00$       7,101.00$         7,423.34$         80,785.10$         60,952.96$         37,834.96$         29,934.52$         
FREEMAN SCHOOL DISTRICT 33-1 38,728.95$       62,394.24$       41,842.38$       48,172.93$       101,155.71$     89,369.32$       63,811.26$       70,383.85$       262,402.13$       181,804.09$       159,002.35$       141,172.09$       
GARRETSON SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-4 59,965.66$       31,173.00$       15,630.00$       34,667.18$       106,321.05$     64,366.41$       64,677.25$       47,348.72$       205,477.33$       140,682.71$       113,370.91$       73,385.61$         
GAYVILLE-VOLIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 63-1 27,912.55$       32,828.22$       17,775.94$       24,344.91$       44,084.55$       44,373.98$       28,205.58$       43,468.85$       126,666.14$       117,196.75$       96,352.45$         80,659.69$         
GEDDES COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 11-2 46,488.83$       48,597.56$       41,024.79$       41,474.44$       73,852.15$       60,585.30$       56,903.89$       52,433.44$       193,900.98$       114,737.92$       111,204.67$       74,488.64$         
GETTYSBURG SCHOOL DISTRICT 53-1 40,582.42$       45,338.68$       35,197.21$       34,368.59$       65,657.66$       56,326.05$       54,849.42$       51,941.37$       118,247.63$       87,378.31$         75,864.05$         125,125.80$       
GRANT-DEUEL SCHOOL DISTRICT 25-3 55,302.00$       49,303.00$       49,787.00$       50,287.00$       90,710.00$       68,327.00$       66,937.00$       65,806.00$       152,671.94$       130,419.27$       122,070.04$       105,382.55$       
GREGORY SCHOOL DISTRICT 26-4 90,290.00$       74,341.00$       72,847.00$       80,323.15$       154,692.00$     113,503.20$     106,041.16$     107,852.15$     418,154.10$       358,757.30$       319,955.17$       196,963.10$       
GROTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 06-3 53,743.54$       43,630.46$       45,663.00$       51,218.32$       104,709.65$     77,321.85$       91,619.93$       64,587.54$       259,521.45$       193,923.96$       189,321.93$       145,133.78$       
HAAKON SCHOOL DISTRICT 27-1 61,389.86$       43,558.09$       56,551.58$       42,324.35$       102,794.11$     72,422.19$       78,291.68$       68,175.25$       289,845.32$       308,906.36$       181,823.53$       141,266.71$       
HAMLIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 28-3 97,718.39$       100,980.25$     94,940.78$       91,035.60$       167,778.36$     140,894.36$     128,194.33$     124,485.87$     334,568.73$       326,946.25$       199,242.49$       189,625.97$       
HANSON SCHOOL DISTRICT 30-1 77,775.70$       81,272.03$       83,642.56$       83,464.44$       122,032.35$     108,738.72$     105,549.69$     101,060.73$     307,752.84$       167,790.37$       179,165.34$       161,782.16$       
HARDING COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 31-1 71,376.86$       79,289.40$       83,013.98$       70,651.57$       110,877.30$     104,806.73$     99,968.77$       89,275.57$       241,952.31$       257,411.37$       262,268.24$       218,459.33$       
HARRISBURG SCHOOL DISTRICT 41-2 47,299.00$       38,449.00$       29,112.00$       28,989.00$       112,656.61$     88,013.02$       46,460.52$       44,909.46$       224,725.74$       186,802.49$       139,797.24$       116,686.71$       
HARROLD SCHOOL DISTRICT 32-1 37,846.37$       30,788.02$       30,132.34$       30,448.13$       70,761.62$       46,211.50$       40,333.72$       41,011.76$       271,484.34$       242,278.64$       100,611.65$       67,830.21$         
HECLA-HOUGHTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 06-4 -$                 34,826.87$       35,376.00$       43,224.50$       -$                 55,699.56$       50,436.83$       58,825.85$       -$                   81,246.04$         94,376.04$         132,530.43$       
HENRY SCHOOL DISTRICT 14-2 13,605.36$       11,278.80$       -$                 -$                 26,088.73$       15,952.95$       4,088.07$         11,249.00$       66,666.98$         52,729.26$         28,177.31$         28,271.20$         
HERREID SCHOOL DISTRICT 10-1 39,357.31$       40,928.94$       16,978.50$       27,706.97$       69,086.19$       51,035.78$       29,899.89$       43,024.31$       108,635.67$       75,144.90$         53,038.38$         67,779.71$         
HILL CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 51-2 87,732.27$       61,395.50$       122,344.12$     123,302.27$     154,324.03$     101,002.13$     172,847.88$     142,425.71$     762,330.48$       825,776.41$       781,005.77$       750,877.17$       
HITCHCOCK SCHOOL DISTRICT 02-1 51,146.89$       59,799.00$       42,207.12$       40,727.20$       71,080.55$       65,412.37$       52,912.66$       43,889.55$       91,434.55$         74,978.37$         75,091.98$         68,382.91$         
HOT SPRINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT 23-2 204,552.66$     169,723.79$     156,033.99$     162,156.39$     375,552.74$     217,740.08$     191,487.94$     198,676.85$     620,470.75$       464,298.37$       446,396.61$       418,658.53$       
HOVEN SCHOOL DISTRICT 53-2 80,171.48$       60,414.26$       78,109.45$       79,479.31$       116,447.21$     101,436.28$     87,988.03$       95,585.66$       151,274.15$       132,162.12$       124,080.94$       146,156.02$       
HOWARD SCHOOL DISTRICT 48-3 102,174.79$     81,636.97$       82,570.83$       85,815.00$       177,584.20$     129,315.25$     106,903.41$     106,557.69$     296,829.46$       207,338.84$       175,808.70$       199,573.72$       
HURLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 60-2 24,038.40$       20,981.13$       26,318.67$       26,297.21$       44,359.40$       38,291.60$       35,081.90$       37,527.05$       105,325.60$       80,596.27$         70,384.52$         69,953.01$         
HURON SCHOOL DISTRICT 02-2 350,007.61$     319,516.00$     330,390.15$     393,684.03$     530,965.26$     522,009.15$     499,226.81$     644,339.35$     1,174,796.62$    1,164,554.74$    1,071,080.84$    1,019,490.08$    
HYDE SCHOOL DISTRICT 34-1 61,040.00$       50,246.00$       49,523.00$       52,028.00$       110,003.20$     83,918.00$       82,739.23$       73,143.70$       168,207.19$       151,340.15$       164,713.38$       146,738.29$       
IPSWICH SCHOOL DISTRICT 22-3 87,576.46$       90,556.00$       88,703.78$       88,722.16$       140,859.67$     127,812.72$     120,129.98$     127,427.22$     219,254.96$       185,083.28$       217,354.58$       172,830.48$       
IRENE SCHOOL DISTRICT 63-2 51,878.35$       49,676.86$       37,591.56$       53,306.68$       118,382.91$     62,433.57$       49,097.96$       54,638.49$       201,234.30$       119,568.57$       87,150.66$         81,895.03$         
IROQUOIS SCHOOL DISTRICT 02-3 34,449.03$       49,110.48$       43,457.95$       45,241.03$       48,200.82$       73,056.35$       69,929.28$       68,384.24$       105,440.15$       116,581.55$       107,673.00$       112,035.16$       
ISABEL SCHOOL DISTRICT 20-2 81,414.87$       47,266.85$       30,611.14$       34,641.58$       132,477.43$     74,267.00$       41,662.89$       46,166.77$       292,827.30$       185,288.60$       102,765.91$       248,292.23$       
JONES COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 37-3 49,661.35$       38,353.16$       33,171.85$       31,285.00$       80,199.13$       55,274.36$       35,692.85$       33,887.00$       134,003.79$       115,501.41$       129,292.75$       95,978.02$         
KADOKA SCHOOL DISTRICT 35-1 311,960.89$     242,598.87$     233,120.23$     244,816.09$     489,054.42$     386,174.78$     350,624.73$     336,693.33$     1,057,549.41$    714,842.02$       532,491.25$       526,108.91$       
KIMBALL SCHOOL DISTRICT 07-2 87,306.07$       78,533.43$       84,004.95$       121,604.78$     152,555.76$     106,456.71$     108,232.20$     149,974.56$     301,810.91$       196,204.97$       205,324.71$       199,947.99$       
LAKE PRESTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 38-3 40,560.00$       36,270.35$       39,460.00$       39,215.61$       73,404.00$       56,027.95$       57,105.81$       64,653.66$       143,614.50$       95,354.80$         101,754.96$       97,347.86$         
LANGFORD SCHOOL DISTRICT 45-2 63,132.80$       41,958.91$       50,587.78$       43,643.08$       63,132.80$       61,515.50$       59,412.07$       56,169.52$       171,456.47$       89,124.52$         94,177.15$         67,708.44$         
LEAD-DEADWOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT 40-1 133,543.25$     123,755.65$     89,186.74$       81,380.81$       250,231.50$     227,705.97$     174,127.16$     138,949.71$     847,195.22$       683,221.78$       634,803.24$       579,124.92$       
LEMMON SCHOOL DISTRICT 52-2 95,845.43$       80,327.84$       85,114.30$       88,830.66$       160,940.49$     145,357.79$     133,379.38$     125,867.66$     540,336.40$       304,130.21$       245,494.99$       274,382.23$       
LENNOX SCHOOL DISTRICT 41-4 73,109.30$       58,078.14$       54,200.00$       54,220.00$       187,444.10$     143,538.04$     127,853.40$     123,263.52$     640,037.47$       398,802.25$       342,030.09$       307,333.92$       
LEOLA SCHOOL DISTRICT 44-2 109,695.35$     106,507.94$     96,542.01$       87,607.13$       127,049.35$     106,507.94$     117,551.29$     99,640.92$       160,641.56$       155,138.66$       164,069.96$       122,940.77$       
LYMAN SCHOOL DISTRICT 42-1 270,722.13$     188,126.33$     198,144.77$     175,224.53$     415,811.17$     200,600.58$     214,886.26$     202,070.62$     828,612.60$       321,815.06$       348,748.14$       328,574.10$       
MADISON CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 39-2 144,153.61$     103,937.39$     84,030.00$       92,093.52$       272,812.21$     206,790.49$     167,979.32$     179,971.79$     754,267.32$       700,369.02$       562,821.32$       276,566.01$       
MARION SCHOOL DISTRICT 60-3 14,446.83$       36,504.74$       35,436.70$       57,615.98$       105,016.62$     56,866.07$       49,163.21$       66,264.28$       219,425.01$       102,480.85$       112,644.21$       108,820.42$       
MCCOOK CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 43-7 70,570.64$       45,348.58$       47,277.34$       47,080.00$       84,605.04$       67,405.47$       68,171.30$       70,549.57$       218,410.91$       163,538.38$       184,578.57$       165,805.13$       
MCINTOSH SCHOOL DISTRICT 15-1 111,279.49$     76,881.65$       99,069.12$       72,660.16$       202,776.04$     87,085.65$       130,674.12$     111,913.63$     763,670.63$       724,875.57$       551,614.48$       420,975.64$       
MCLAUGHLIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 15-2 350,290.65$     260,817.39$     227,880.55$     228,446.66$     633,140.09$     442,533.27$     310,268.46$     359,904.44$     3,989,491.32$    2,093,482.72$    1,484,584.82$    507,552.27$       
MEADE SCHOOL DISTRICT 46-1 545,405.17$     445,534.58$     399,337.11$     398,185.76$     892,321.60$     716,356.14$     616,937.24$     602,952.66$     1,950,447.10$    1,570,761.18$    1,348,634.62$    1,277,106.27$    
MENNO SCHOOL DISTRICT 33-2 66,893.91$       67,482.68$       60,895.88$       72,391.03$       106,031.91$     91,372.44$       83,412.03$       90,354.77$       155,072.41$       150,398.83$       192,560.59$       168,591.92$       
MIDLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT 27-2 25,944.62$       28,237.00$       23,556.00$       23,556.00$       40,425.87$       34,602.74$       27,318.54$       28,083.46$       69,795.59$         55,914.48$         73,814.66$         52,677.18$         
MILBANK SCHOOL DISTRICT 25-4 114,393.49$     102,730.60$     68,681.88$       72,964.00$       216,746.71$     187,951.98$     138,199.19$     146,162.56$     459,243.95$       609,418.70$       264,535.69$       289,200.03$       
MILLER SCHOOL DISTRICT 29-1 125,745.87$     96,486.77$       114,106.41$     108,887.05$     190,498.60$     149,049.14$     159,825.80$     154,524.09$     289,115.12$       331,553.94$       277,735.61$       236,964.07$       



Federal Revenue Sources
FISCAL YEAR 1999-2003 (See Note 1)

SCHOOL NAME 2003 2002 2001 2000 2003 2002 2001 2000 2003 2002 2001 2000

Excluding Impact Aid-- Identifiable
Title I - Part A Revenues ---Dollars  NCLB Revenues Sources --- Dollars All Federal Revenue Sources --- Dollars

MITCHELL SCHOOL DISTRICT 17-2 164,343.71$     137,663.32$     48,309.00$       56,168.67$       865,898.75$     651,085.58$     482,183.88$     502,850.16$     1,614,787.48$    1,284,579.67$    919,966.70$       900,346.82$       
MOBRIDGE SCHOOL DISTRICT 62-3 127,633.72$     139,864.34$     139,664.28$     154,191.38$     250,554.41$     230,993.70$     216,408.51$     227,556.86$     372,232.73$       411,261.24$       307,163.08$       299,635.22$       
MONTROSE SCHOOL DISTRICT 43-2 40,154.08$       35,506.35$       32,430.09$       40,931.43$       55,495.22$       58,557.66$       51,593.44$       45,518.87$       150,234.29$       94,718.63$         99,153.20$         80,392.82$         
MOUNT VERNON SCHOOL DISTRICT 17-3 32,642.20$       46,537.05$       40,715.17$       46,553.62$       59,568.84$       69,587.12$       58,200.71$       62,981.09$       191,946.78$       269,245.38$       143,008.26$       83,586.35$         
NEW UNDERWOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT 51-3 51,849.29$       47,213.92$       43,392.64$       46,954.20$       88,243.33$       76,184.42$       70,811.45$       73,283.38$       152,116.10$       143,882.40$       116,672.26$       121,724.80$       
NEWELL SCHOOL DISTRICT 09-2 131,302.05$     103,533.16$     93,549.00$       103,983.27$     226,041.30$     138,368.80$     135,642.16$     141,314.55$     444,237.82$       385,669.82$       340,033.35$       360,477.63$       
NORTHWEST SCHOOL DISTRICT 52-3 11,960.85$       6,354.63$         -$                 -$                 19,117.29$       10,408.47$       -$                 7,241.66$         50,613.78$         52,290.28$         36,715.04$         46,393.13$         
NORTHWESTERN SCHOOL DISTRICT 56-3 63,368.65$       50,872.00$       55,289.93$       52,715.80$       115,332.00$     71,327.74$       73,080.47$       80,696.50$       172,860.69$       103,334.93$       118,156.15$       101,856.12$       
OELRICHS SCHOOL DISTRICT 23-3 57,534.00$       22,235.00$       16,303.44$       18,460.50$       75,365.32$       29,779.81$       21,572.59$       27,879.53$       341,847.96$       498,063.74$       179,467.19$       179,976.03$       
OLDHAM - RAMONA SCHOOL DISTRICT 39-5 54,969.45$       66,076.92$       38,298.90$       31,815.53$       77,175.15$       77,403.84$       46,269.93$       45,194.93$       148,860.81$       122,896.81$       95,573.16$         96,200.26$         
PARKER SCHOOL DISTRICT 60-4 53,243.00$       56,061.96$       57,534.65$       55,314.25$       105,353.00$     90,695.96$       89,408.88$       74,575.77$       375,536.09$       374,155.70$       221,378.07$       132,159.57$       
PARKSTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 33-3 153,983.92$     119,563.63$     116,877.81$     106,189.95$     243,985.25$     172,094.89$     168,944.27$     149,432.31$     418,636.67$       473,640.75$       312,182.70$       230,346.26$       
PIERRE SCHOOL DISTRICT 32-2 302,846.28$     218,565.00$     200,644.33$     226,054.86$     684,694.47$     462,912.91$     435,405.58$     422,247.65$     1,478,537.42$    1,289,564.23$    955,339.23$       770,006.99$       
PLANKINTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 01-1 39,277.02$       42,380.50$       50,625.27$       40,334.76$       57,801.55$       61,711.63$       62,905.94$       52,626.73$       271,900.25$       147,354.20$       151,893.72$       70,368.65$         
PLATTE COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 11-3 175,907.15$     143,702.42$     150,234.06$     150,787.81$     260,406.42$     194,517.17$     213,055.26$     197,816.10$     489,795.20$       365,886.70$       333,371.79$       246,394.89$       
POLLOCK SCHOOL DISTRICT 10-2 17,846.15$       15,310.63$       16,388.36$       18,026.68$       32,937.09$       26,201.79$       28,863.15$       26,568.95$       65,862.52$         87,188.09$         87,185.78$         103,271.52$       
POLO SCHOOL DISTRICT 29-2 -$                 -$                 -$                 -$                 3,294.00$         2,149.00$         1,810.25$         2,509.00$         16,230.00$         8,129.35$           4,386.25$           5,933.00$           
RAPID CITY AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT 51-4 2,447,115.49$  1,999,603.79$  1,844,814.33$  1,762,376.91$  4,815,213.10$  3,584,048.90$  3,203,077.16$  2,820,315.72$  8,352,995.21$    6,415,632.26$    5,503,150.79$    4,502,040.12$    
REDFIELD SCHOOL DISTRICT 56-4 116,241.18$     111,303.03$     74,968.39$       106,424.84$     173,386.91$     162,759.52$     118,644.78$     150,890.03$     384,230.34$       375,053.98$       254,114.49$       235,076.43$       
ROSHOLT SCHOOL DISTRICT 54-4 67,304.92$       66,757.76$       57,900.13$       58,298.77$       117,268.34$     84,946.94$       75,963.33$       87,295.20$       250,666.39$       103,669.30$       99,876.72$         113,446.69$       
ROSLYN SCHOOL DISTRICT 18-2 70,131.84$       45,953.43$       51,792.66$       32,744.29$       70,131.84$       66,915.15$       75,992.42$       48,412.85$       154,025.72$       98,909.32$         131,210.82$       66,203.91$         
RUTLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT 39-4 24,052.00$       19,979.00$       22,979.95$       29,486.00$       54,069.00$       35,138.00$       33,423.95$       37,906.00$       177,205.50$       58,261.48$         48,707.15$         72,559.28$         
SCOTLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT 04-3 88,170.56$       62,151.84$       70,222.68$       62,035.67$       149,002.05$     101,672.27$     96,337.75$       86,861.08$       242,515.55$       170,231.88$       168,047.85$       144,948.00$       
SELBY AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT 62-5 84,310.26$       69,880.94$       52,347.54$       62,762.53$       129,997.97$     98,675.26$       81,763.24$       90,366.29$       183,129.99$       153,582.44$       118,348.83$       159,712.67$       
SHANNON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 65-1 1,812,827.41$  1,236,521.67$  1,497,466.84$  1,509,568.00$  3,224,078.08$  2,688,429.66$  2,876,473.13$  2,788,039.81$  9,769,411.28$    10,477,895.45$  8,843,931.75$    8,321,087.86$    
SIOUX FALLS SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-5 1,917,833.42$  1,718,528.61$  1,375,895.88$  1,483,087.65$  3,550,056.31$  3,247,042.32$  2,634,566.38$  2,793,964.14$  11,576,644.23$  9,935,075.84$    7,857,069.55$    7,263,104.01$    
SIOUX VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 05-5 24,998.70$       29,386.50$       30,040.78$       28,443.85$       63,666.84$       55,780.98$       56,300.58$       49,500.80$       215,815.22$       192,465.97$       141,488.77$       146,785.03$       
SISSETON SCHOOL DISTRICT 54-9 422,225.79$     345,089.53$     328,839.95$     418,115.11$     746,184.31$     528,274.47$     549,922.30$     577,142.97$     2,000,209.83$    1,678,717.77$    1,254,658.45$    1,796,420.42$    
SMEE SCHOOL DISTRICT 15-3 68,778.96$       46,347.00$       47,691.00$       52,885.00$       341,039.40$     107,165.65$     80,425.35$       88,767.00$       2,611,754.73$    847,723.38$       1,113,006.91$    657,646.06$       
SOUTH SHORE SCHOOL DISTRICT 14-3 21,344.84$       23,291.61$       22,492.96$       24,326.80$       40,667.58$       36,799.27$       33,462.86$       34,288.11$       73,846.08$         55,289.27$         46,339.86$         47,935.85$         
SPEARFISH SCHOOL DISTRICT 40-2 247,150.00$     203,464.96$     148,011.09$     152,198.32$     522,160.88$     442,786.63$     351,601.51$     310,640.73$     1,015,834.30$    824,398.87$       774,671.87$       712,948.76$       
STANLEY COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 57-1 64,178.06$       59,647.73$       55,285.53$       54,362.29$       115,544.98$     106,023.00$     80,734.53$       79,294.92$       797,051.78$       1,009,370.91$    409,961.03$       411,377.41$       
STICKNEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 01-2 53,420.28$       43,694.78$       43,301.59$       45,428.57$       67,874.03$       57,783.51$       52,085.10$       54,431.45$       146,357.24$       143,192.72$       132,404.74$       74,181.41$         
SULLY BUTTES SCHOOL DISTRICT 58-2 -$                 39,641.00$       60,099.87$       38,554.32$       -$                 65,407.83$       74,269.88$       60,778.73$       -$                   184,570.97$       118,107.56$       103,283.24$       
SUMMIT SCHOOL DISTRICT 54-6 -$                 34,382.55$       24,157.85$       42,294.21$       16,688.58$       44,316.22$       33,078.12$       48,415.21$       205,164.16$       65,364.34$         60,204.03$         97,383.05$         
TIMBER LAKE SCHOOL DISTRICT 20-3 143,638.41$     124,305.17$     105,258.42$     145,517.77$     216,991.52$     178,560.18$     149,191.24$     201,981.77$     1,178,171.41$    1,021,907.15$    657,006.84$       1,664,841.26$    
TODD COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 66-1 1,734,200.21$  1,229,237.00$  1,151,211.32$  1,055,044.37$  4,064,882.51$  3,439,605.34$  3,491,705.30$  3,484,186.40$  14,322,224.24$  10,967,962.98$  10,827,252.50$  11,038,135.14$  
TRIPP-DELMONT SCHOOL DISTRICT 33-5 81,639.40$       75,349.73$       67,329.73$       65,363.25$       108,937.46$     94,989.04$       78,124.63$       68,690.25$       162,720.46$       144,221.54$       119,198.30$       108,659.79$       
TRI-VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-6 110,930.67$     105,823.56$     110,275.92$     72,296.30$       204,244.23$     172,621.19$     158,763.54$     118,174.68$     344,511.20$       292,543.22$       205,284.08$       166,301.82$       
TULARE SCHOOL DISTRICT 56-5 81,707.06$       59,498.62$       69,747.72$       65,676.39$       105,547.27$     81,169.55$       82,715.62$       79,706.03$       142,909.09$       101,601.75$       129,953.46$       97,276.53$         
VEBLEN SCHOOL DISTRICT 45-3 44,311.59$       31,394.09$       35,239.37$       35,751.91$       62,081.17$       33,039.61$       42,630.09$       43,844.85$       98,102.41$         75,128.54$         54,415.39$         58,698.04$         
VERMILLION SCHOOL DISTRICT 13-1 259,852.30$     211,297.91$     185,318.63$     179,428.92$     464,257.90$     378,257.98$     308,212.74$     293,206.79$     864,797.02$       649,575.61$       501,039.98$       455,753.12$       
VIBORG SCHOOL DISTRICT 60-5 50,828.59$       42,466.48$       43,245.49$       43,088.44$       90,535.34$       57,254.07$       55,718.67$       58,202.44$       194,840.04$       122,365.38$       102,722.46$       98,704.12$         
WAGNER COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 11-4 318,794.29$     261,355.78$     287,208.11$     273,853.76$     613,284.39$     421,078.58$     436,559.76$     403,098.50$     2,168,561.78$    3,035,068.77$    1,616,052.55$    571,701.98$       
WAKONDA SCHOOL DISTRICT 13-2 24,749.65$       25,212.68$       25,828.75$       31,280.99$       44,851.37$       37,464.31$       34,769.74$       38,544.97$       111,815.03$       76,194.75$         71,515.59$         69,145.31$         
WALL SCHOOL DISTRICT 51-5 67,419.19$       56,469.80$       61,291.33$       46,453.37$       129,133.08$     87,247.90$       92,126.10$       73,185.95$       278,350.35$       318,593.65$       366,407.99$       237,572.31$       
WARNER SCHOOL DISTRICT 06-5 31,346.69$       24,504.89$       25,253.00$       27,778.00$       60,027.76$       45,458.08$       40,716.40$       42,345.50$       124,789.71$       78,607.65$         93,406.97$         76,037.75$         
WATERTOWN SCHOOL DISTRICT 14-4 350,650.86$     345,294.12$     345,559.11$     295,711.29$     792,893.54$     701,472.07$     609,539.30$     570,459.62$     1,626,366.46$    1,808,238.12$    1,082,484.49$    856,987.06$       
WAUBAY SCHOOL DISTRICT 18-3 129,296.29$     117,528.15$     99,649.42$       96,134.56$       182,336.58$     179,779.46$     148,618.69$     143,786.22$     240,605.79$       240,482.20$       222,830.03$       231,818.08$       
WAVERLY SCHOOL DISTRICT 14-5 39,450.20$       18,924.74$       26,657.48$       29,529.49$       63,077.05$       30,283.69$       38,160.12$       39,328.48$       94,014.25$         46,119.92$         47,288.37$         76,070.05$         
WEBSTER SCHOOL DISTRICT 18-4 84,536.72$       79,503.30$       92,901.43$       110,985.53$     380,180.67$     244,489.21$     157,315.77$     190,241.29$     505,258.39$       360,226.50$       302,701.87$       313,592.96$       
WESSINGTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 02-4 23,111.92$       32,505.34$       41,336.19$       38,435.26$       43,849.22$       45,372.09$       47,243.03$       45,498.91$       111,425.07$       135,992.80$       168,955.95$       63,837.91$         
WESSINGTON SPRINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT 36-2 104,948.29$     105,924.26$     69,806.95$       100,507.80$     148,882.82$     131,696.95$     195,851.62$     126,957.70$     321,400.94$       289,549.99$       364,575.67$       204,668.55$       
WEST CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-7 79,032.00$       62,067.00$       54,233.00$       54,233.00$       173,172.79$     129,243.82$     116,003.67$     108,618.49$     483,363.53$       328,784.40$       284,164.91$       260,235.71$       
WHITE LAKE SCHOOL DISTRICT 01-3 36,502.59$       28,362.49$       26,346.26$       25,331.04$       55,701.94$       44,646.01$       27,904.26$       27,576.04$       352,336.01$       215,562.04$       343,309.29$       58,874.67$         



Federal Revenue Sources
FISCAL YEAR 1999-2003 (See Note 1)

SCHOOL NAME 2003 2002 2001 2000 2003 2002 2001 2000 2003 2002 2001 2000

Excluding Impact Aid-- Identifiable
Title I - Part A Revenues ---Dollars  NCLB Revenues Sources --- Dollars All Federal Revenue Sources --- Dollars

WHITE RIVER SCHOOL DISTRICT 47-1 222,389.99$     174,580.00$     189,002.00$     172,061.77$     451,637.13$     332,834.26$     301,616.68$     301,702.63$     2,256,690.06$    2,129,647.95$    724,494.64$       891,570.84$       
WILLOW LAKE SCHOOL DISTRICT 12-3 31,994.48$       49,291.96$       38,611.80$       44,931.49$       44,706.10$       60,164.38$       47,588.02$       48,713.78$       84,057.46$         118,668.62$       78,831.39$         103,680.27$       
WILMOT SCHOOL DISTRICT 54-7 95,237.13$       71,999.58$       85,126.45$       81,030.81$       151,489.02$     104,074.34$     115,312.30$     103,072.62$     202,067.46$       185,865.01$       174,420.14$       145,362.74$       
WINNER SCHOOL DISTRICT 59-2 334,913.75$     275,888.66$     206,355.48$     187,439.20$     526,601.58$     426,039.27$     293,885.60$     319,811.08$     914,332.65$       789,359.09$       647,723.42$       681,166.31$       
WOLSEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 02-5 28,225.93$       31,310.60$       31,734.23$       39,495.33$       49,021.90$       47,220.36$       34,592.66$       47,712.16$       114,683.46$       122,204.94$       141,683.39$       161,086.57$       
WOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT 47-2 33,376.00$       30,577.00$       31,179.00$       30,792.00$       56,623.09$       43,555.00$       42,822.90$       36,058.14$       70,761.08$         50,484.00$         61,090.78$         57,553.10$         
WOONSOCKET SCHOOL DISTRICT 55-4 64,545.21$       61,880.20$       79,339.07$       70,180.36$       111508.82 84,629.20$       85,789.29$       78,931.53$       228,013.31$       190,169.57$       208,714.22$       151,159.85$       
YANKTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 63-3 339,055.70$     302,134.69$     304,164.84$     291,954.36$     627317.98 562,836.44$     523,088.90$     498,223.97$     1,287,655.83$    1,090,235.28$    899,956.29$       859,465.70$       

Note 1: Identifiable NCLB Revenues Sources within the School Accounting System
           Title I - Part A
           Improving Teacher Quality
           Innovative Education
           Enhancing Education Through Technology
           Safe and Drug Free Schools
           Class Size Reduction and Eisenhower- Title II
           Bilingual Education
           Indian Education - Title IX

Source: DOE School Annual Financial Report Database
             DOE Statistical Digest



Average Daily Membership
FY 1999 through FY2003

FY2003 FY2002 FY2001 FY2000 FY1999
SCHOOL NAME ADM ADM ADM ADM ADM Change

ABERDEEN SCHOOL DISTRICT 06-1 3737.107 3783.927 3832.693 3894.610 4072.560 -335.453
AGAR SCHOOL DISTRICT 58-1 24.154 28.200 38.817 51.879
AGAR-BLUNT-ONIDA SCHOOL DISTRICT 58-3 302.803 250.924
ALCESTER-HUDSON SCHOOL DISTRICT 61-1 353.889 395.663 467.074 508.270 517.096 -163.207
ALPENA SCHOOL DISTRICT 36-1 16.931 68.017 93.491 101.449 92.975 -76.044
ANDES CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 11-1 349.551 371.661 375.054 373.225 396.754 -47.203
ARLINGTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 38-1 325.364 357.632 362.686 360.965 362.636 -37.272
ARMOUR SCHOOL DISTRICT 21-1 223.763 227.560 238.811 254.086 251.354 -27.591
ARTESIAN-LETCHER SCHOOL DISTRICT 55-5 270.563 282.618 288.186 296.664 304.517 -33.954
AVON SCHOOL DISTRICT 04-1 248.030 258.930 247.278 246.962 240.223 7.807
BALTIC SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-1 342.644 356.544 333.236 348.303 338.745 3.899
BELLE FOURCHE SCHOOL DISTRICT 09-1 1309.653 1300.207 1335.269 1343.140 1372.290 -62.637
BENNETT COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 03-1 575.023 588.211 581.234 584.988 595.320 -20.297
BERESFORD SCHOOL DISTRICT 61-2 714.061 724.077 702.406 704.072 719.132 -5.071
BIG STONE CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 25-1 87.180 84.823 92.280 152.880 170.056 -82.876
BISON SCHOOL DISTRICT 52-1 135.123 143.604 148.084 157.410 179.018 -43.895
BON HOMME SCHOOL DISTRICT 04-2 689.046 709.566 730.580 770.386 768.213 -79.167
BONESTEEL-FAIRFAX SCHOOL DISTRICT 26-5 178.277 185.105 186.883 193.757 209.876 -31.599
BOWDLE SCHOOL DISTRICT 22-1 132.581 146.617 144.680 141.243 139.904 -7.323
BRANDON VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-2 2583.802 2531.550 2510.068 2496.580 2414.120 169.682
BRIDGEWATER SCHOOL DISTRICT 43-6 194.944 190.194 183.609 187.370 182.573 12.371
BRISTOL SCHOOL DISTRICT 18-1 99.306 99.085 111.543 122.430 131.771 -32.465
BRITTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 45-1 534.345 508.921 530.943 525.995 521.494 12.851
BRITTON-HECLA SCHOOL DISTRICT 45-4
BROOKINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT 05-1 2660.277 2724.564 2767.851 2815.270 2839.270 -178.993
BURKE SCHOOL DISTRICT 26-2 241.020 239.370 252.355 256.377 269.920 -28.900
CANISTOTA SCHOOL DISTRICT 43-1 247.568 237.650 242.133 247.597 239.161 8.407
CANTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 41-1 962.953 938.431 945.457 969.114 1014.960 -52.007
CARTHAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT 48-2 4.747 5.223 15.058 31.045 25.072 -20.325
CASTLEWOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT 28-1 290.662 304.449 332.137 343.881 345.442 -54.780
CENTERVILLE SCHOOL DISTRICT 60-1 256.856 271.701 267.864 305.867 319.572 -62.716
CHAMBERLAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 07-1 892.313 875.177 889.924 899.696 914.296 -21.983

Average Daily Membership



FY2003 FY2002 FY2001 FY2000 FY1999
SCHOOL NAME ADM ADM ADM ADM ADM Change

Average Daily Membership

CHESTER AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT 39-1 351.020 350.631 369.775 363.170 368.040 -17.020
CLARK SCHOOL DISTRICT 12-2 447.825 483.672 528.683 565.677 601.741 -153.916
COLMAN-EGAN SCHOOL DISTRICT 50-5 322.162 322.977 342.555 337.731 352.113 -29.951
COLOME SCHOOL DISTRICT 59-1 169.832 178.414 190.158 192.330 199.911 -30.079
CONDE SCHOOL DISTRICT 56-1 76.565 80.876 70.330 73.446 82.195 -5.630
CORSICA SCHOOL DISTRICT 21-2 203.946 217.556 215.171 230.971 238.871 -34.925
CRESBARD SCHOOL DISTRICT 24-1 166.115 170.503 180.771 194.823 210.782 -44.667
CUSTER SCHOOL DISTRICT 16-1 989.490 985.764 994.622 1041.410 1087.280 -97.790
DAKOTA VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 61-8 833.947 803.838 774.318 760.099 703.242 130.705
DE SMET SCHOOL DISTRICT 38-2 307.999 299.342 302.381 329.146 350.562 -42.563
DELL RAPIDS SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-3 932.274 896.877 861.381 826.384 812.411 119.863
DEUBROOK AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT 05-6 365.733 370.260 375.461 351.068 365.927 -0.194
DEUEL SCHOOL DISTRICT 19-4 555.949 599.686 628.908 641.640 609.172 -53.223
DOLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT 56-2 171.511 184.240 191.287 212.274 217.388 -45.877
DOUGLAS SCHOOL DISTRICT 51-1 2506.175 2263.741 2306.428 2269.900 2312.100 194.075
DUPREE SCHOOL DISTRICT 64-2 251.898 230.611 242.277 242.012 267.687 -15.789
EAGLE BUTTE SCHOOL DISTRICT 20-1 397.647 416.971 399.840 439.265 428.929 -31.282
EDGEMONT SCHOOL DISTRICT 23-1 175.394 186.145 183.905 191.487 202.890 -27.496
EDMUNDS CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 22-5 175.180 189.880 193.423 203.940 198.617 -23.437
ELK MOUNTAIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 16-2 23.174 15.140 12.528 37.412 37.997 -14.823
ELK POINT-JEFFERSON SCHOOL DISTRICT 61-7 674.911 653.089 653.562 647.246 661.133 13.778
ELKTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 05-3 375.046 382.023 390.726 348.491 348.217 26.829
ELM VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 06-2 216.633 187.078 181.129 192.773 202.099 14.534
EMERY SCHOOL DISTRICT 30-2 190.982 187.234 193.769 192.530 205.145 -14.163
ESTELLINE SCHOOL DISTRICT 28-2 278.858 278.833 273.655 276.600 257.730 21.128
ETHAN SCHOOL DISTRICT 17-1 211.936 198.446 189.161 191.229 196.857 15.079
EUREKA SCHOOL DISTRICT 44-1 236.891 257.102 259.103 266.520 278.735 -41.844
FAITH SCHOOL DISTRICT 46-2 229.007 217.210 208.727 204.677 223.586 5.421
FAULKTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 24-2 291.792 295.833 304.727 318.194 308.608 -16.816
FLANDREAU SCHOOL DISTRICT 50-3 709.335 758.120 807.206 836.307 840.211 -130.876
FLORENCE SCHOOL DISTRICT 14-1 220.082 217.446 218.794 218.831 215.515 4.567
FREEMAN SCHOOL DISTRICT 33-1 423.509 433.457 440.984 426.938 453.834 -30.325
GARRETSON SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-4 506.645 521.389 495.634 465.858 477.222 29.423
GAYVILLE-VOLIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 63-1 237.041 230.038 209.366 227.724 220.218 16.823



FY2003 FY2002 FY2001 FY2000 FY1999
SCHOOL NAME ADM ADM ADM ADM ADM Change

Average Daily Membership

GEDDES COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 11-2 116.905 118.880 126.471 129.216 138.615 -21.710
GETTYSBURG SCHOOL DISTRICT 53-1 314.889 310.331 331.245 352.858 371.873 -56.984
GRANT-DEUEL SCHOOL DISTRICT 25-3 247.871 257.007 266.763 241.002 241.218 6.653
GREATER HOYT SCHOOL DISTRICT 61-4 0.000 0.000 0.000 67.494 71.727 -71.727
GREATER SCOTT SCHOOL DISTRICT 61-5 0.000 0.000 0.000 30.000 32.000 -32.000
GREGORY SCHOOL DISTRICT 26-4 437.784 450.205 464.460 496.041 518.006 -80.222
GROTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 06-3 535.706 532.993 538.441 563.743 558.897 -23.191
HAAKON SCHOOL DISTRICT 27-1 322.229 336.857 374.451 403.212 430.869 -108.640
HAMLIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 28-3 632.104 655.913 681.343 708.905 715.413 -83.309
HANSON SCHOOL DISTRICT 30-1 332.651 337.505 335.092 344.469 343.619 -10.968
HARDING COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 31-1 278.506 288.046 313.134 320.653 335.799 -57.293
HARRISBURG SCHOOL DISTRICT 41-2 897.743 828.280 789.043 778.879 731.210 166.533
HARROLD SCHOOL DISTRICT 32-1 105.090 98.089 117.486 118.493 124.585 -19.495
HECLA-HOUGHTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 06-4 80.491 101.227 122.017 135.411 -135.411
HENRY SCHOOL DISTRICT 14-2 158.373 157.026 144.361 141.351 130.730 27.643
HERREID SCHOOL DISTRICT 10-1 177.314 169.923 173.717 174.914 180.011 -2.697
HILL CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 51-2 563.499 579.959 595.517 595.195 598.614 -35.115
HITCHCOCK SCHOOL DISTRICT 02-1 98.812 108.126 109.000 105.902 120.799 -21.987
HOT SPRINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT 23-2 891.165 899.981 919.161 937.533 978.247 -87.082
HOVEN SCHOOL DISTRICT 53-2 168.329 176.490 186.149 172.023 166.388 1.941
HOWARD SCHOOL DISTRICT 48-3 445.232 489.486 518.243 526.683 532.037 -86.805
HURLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 60-2 173.384 182.086 185.237 183.376 184.039 -10.655
HURON SCHOOL DISTRICT 02-2 2174.329 2247.178 2298.126 2334.950 2388.350 -214.021
HYDE SCHOOL DISTRICT 34-1 258.491 251.480 266.320 296.840 316.246 -57.755
IPSWICH SCHOOL DISTRICT 22-3 396.984 406.136 420.168 430.660 438.790 -41.806
IRENE SCHOOL DISTRICT 63-2 230.568 223.063 240.423 233.857 254.411 -23.843
IROQUOIS SCHOOL DISTRICT 02-3 217.560 212.931 229.308 257.634 281.759 -64.199
ISABEL SCHOOL DISTRICT 20-2 116.412 104.494 123.408 130.259 128.018 -11.606
JONES COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 37-3 188.057 200.994 213.065 243.583 241.273 -53.216
KADOKA SCHOOL DISTRICT 35-1 353.959 358.547 381.392 399.832 399.524 -45.565
KIMBALL SCHOOL DISTRICT 07-2 276.352 281.616 292.640 309.274 320.828 -44.476
LAKE HENDRICKS SCHOOL DISTRICT 05-4 0.000 0.000 0.000 25.678 28.171 -28.171
LAKE PRESTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 38-3 222.395 241.389 236.629 253.757 257.454 -35.059
LANGFORD SCHOOL DISTRICT 45-2 240.416 246.358 245.643 237.274 251.278 -10.862



FY2003 FY2002 FY2001 FY2000 FY1999
SCHOOL NAME ADM ADM ADM ADM ADM Change

Average Daily Membership

LEAD-DEADWOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT 40-1 1086.247 967.460 996.990 1121.170 1147.420 -61.173
LEMMON SCHOOL DISTRICT 52-2 390.012 427.305 438.341 413.782 426.685 -36.673
LENNOX SCHOOL DISTRICT 41-4 1635.727 1608.892 1599.189 1601.090 1607.480 28.247
LEOLA SCHOOL DISTRICT 44-2 235.024 243.812 241.500 234.796 248.754 -13.730
LYMAN SCHOOL DISTRICT 42-1 410.015 426.501 425.225 416.830 433.218 -23.203
MADISON CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 39-2 1235.198 1303.749 1372.801 1431.150 1497.400 -262.202
MARION SCHOOL DISTRICT 60-3 282.874 293.145 328.479 330.517 319.608 -36.734
MCCOOK CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 43-7 361.671 366.841 375.570 403.272 417.523 -55.852
MCINTOSH SCHOOL DISTRICT 15-1 164.001 184.814 190.843 158.005 155.512 8.489
MCLAUGHLIN SCHOOL DISTRICT 15-2 422.001 426.943 392.976 422.070 410.348 11.653
MEADE SCHOOL DISTRICT 46-1 2707.440 2714.479 2774.596 2905.160 2955.470 -248.030
MENNO SCHOOL DISTRICT 33-2 329.391 300.780 296.065 305.951 313.577 15.814
MIDLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT 27-2 87.259 102.417 111.029 114.400 103.154 -15.895
MILBANK SCHOOL DISTRICT 25-4 994.727 1015.770 1040.093 1083.120 1144.560 -149.833
MILLER SCHOOL DISTRICT 29-1 523.642 534.226 565.154 598.187 607.122 -83.480
MITCHELL SCHOOL DISTRICT 17-2 2584.890 2614.185 2648.607 2676.210 2723.690 -138.800
MOBRIDGE SCHOOL DISTRICT 62-3 561.685 571.445 606.805 641.936 695.548 -133.863
MONTROSE SCHOOL DISTRICT 43-2 220.345 212.343 228.469 236.794 251.108 -30.763
MOUNT VERNON SCHOOL DISTRICT 17-3 267.219 280.743 282.320 275.417 269.269 -2.050
NEW UNDERWOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT 51-3 275.186 273.272 279.240 275.732 278.976 -3.790
NEWELL SCHOOL DISTRICT 09-2 412.610 423.133 458.406 483.645 485.296 -72.686
NORTHWEST SCHOOL DISTRICT 52-3 3.983 4.000 9.000 35.944 39.780 -35.797
NORTHWESTERN SCHOOL DISTRICT 56-3 268.680 274.549 279.900 288.869 301.589 -32.909
OELRICHS SCHOOL DISTRICT 23-3 84.257 81.795 88.864 50.608 61.448 22.809
OLDHAM - RAMONA SCHOOL DISTRICT 39-5 157.939 175.866 187.006 191.465 210.944 -53.005
PARKER SCHOOL DISTRICT 60-4 445.845 457.868 479.494 488.537 472.106 -26.261
PARKSTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 33-3 660.334 661.320 671.912 692.433 704.029 -43.695
PIERRE SCHOOL DISTRICT 32-2 2679.345 2675.953 2728.186 2782.690 2926.460 -247.115
PLANKINTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 01-1 186.808 181.288 192.938 198.063 219.671 -32.863
PLATTE COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 11-3 443.634 481.337 485.956 488.598 488.593 -44.959
POLLOCK SCHOOL DISTRICT 10-2 107.483 114.594 128.439 106.011 115.656 -8.173
POLO SCHOOL DISTRICT 29-2 8.273 12.000 11.000 26.000 30.000 -21.727
RAPID CITY AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT 51-4 13030.406 13230.043 13306.473 13480.720 13714.210 -683.804
REDFIELD SCHOOL DISTRICT 56-4 666.952 697.245 708.657 796.564 806.197 -139.245



FY2003 FY2002 FY2001 FY2000 FY1999
SCHOOL NAME ADM ADM ADM ADM ADM Change

Average Daily Membership

ROSHOLT SCHOOL DISTRICT 54-4 188.838 180.058 182.913 184.600 187.148 1.690
ROSLYN SCHOOL DISTRICT 18-2 172.491 178.868 177.201 182.606 187.920 -15.429
RUTLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT 39-4 109.169 112.041 126.353 136.140 145.389 -36.220
SCOTLAND SCHOOL DISTRICT 04-3 306.132 354.262 396.309 405.123 425.141 -119.009
SELBY AREA SCHOOL DISTRICT 62-5 235.064 249.783 284.943 314.948 312.894 -77.830
SHANNON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 65-1 943.006 997.776 984.605 1063.880 1117.380 -174.374
SIOUX FALLS SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-5 19488.421 19198.431 19072.377 18753.440 18414.410 1074.011
SIOUX VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 05-5 557.083 559.746 599.058 627.041 636.662 -79.579
SISSETON SCHOOL DISTRICT 54-9 1193.662 1182.574 1226.850 1268.320 1280.970 -87.308
SMEE SCHOOL DISTRICT 15-3 243.208 192.208 159.924 116.066 141.169 102.039
SOUTH SHORE SCHOOL DISTRICT 14-3 113.884 114.193 120.967 120.461 122.867 -8.983
SPEARFISH SCHOOL DISTRICT 40-2 2006.904 2054.091 2095.942 2212.580 2250.810 -243.906
STANLEY COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 57-1 553.586 568.737 580.680 591.229 614.405 -60.819
STICKNEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 01-2 162.064 174.273 167.171 169.880 177.965 -15.901
SULLY BUTTES SCHOOL DISTRICT 58-2 290.585 314.856 309.542 340.457 -340.457
SUMMIT SCHOOL DISTRICT 54-6 140.942 143.496 150.574 142.341 155.741 -14.799
TIMBER LAKE SCHOOL DISTRICT 20-3 291.815 284.721 272.460 274.712 292.262 -0.447
TODD COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 66-1 1981.965 1926.146 1947.068 2015.810 2051.060 -69.095
TRIPP-DELMONT SCHOOL DISTRICT 33-5 288.445 272.220 287.675 299.913 763.462 -475.017
TRI-VALLEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-6 801.384 815.823 791.463 787.509 316.113 485.271
TULARE SCHOOL DISTRICT 56-5 182.524 189.130 189.396 197.757 188.955 -6.431
VEBLEN SCHOOL DISTRICT 45-3 96.574 109.223 115.421 113.994 117.723 -21.149
VERMILLION SCHOOL DISTRICT 13-1 1334.404 1358.089 1363.391 1371.180 1391.040 -56.636
VIBORG SCHOOL DISTRICT 60-5 255.765 273.881 262.927 244.817 280.176 -24.411
WAGNER COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT 11-4 742.561 747.952 757.010 788.580 767.784 -25.223
WAKONDA SCHOOL DISTRICT 13-2 156.825 181.827 178.899 198.617 197.422 -40.597
WALL SCHOOL DISTRICT 51-5 299.597 330.277 340.566 357.649 384.045 -84.448
WARNER SCHOOL DISTRICT 06-5 293.440 294.249 275.669 277.505 266.066 27.374
WATERTOWN SCHOOL DISTRICT 14-4 3910.813 3962.209 4013.823 4064.360 4139.310 -228.497
WAUBAY SCHOOL DISTRICT 18-3 237.345 242.679 248.168 246.461 257.661 -20.316
WAVERLY SCHOOL DISTRICT 14-5 132.297 126.424 127.703 128.271 124.153 8.144
WEBSTER SCHOOL DISTRICT 18-4 522.266 536.160 558.760 581.495 617.770 -95.504
WESSINGTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 02-4 77.103 95.297 100.392 118.471 141.282 -64.179
WESSINGTON SPRINGS SCHOOL DISTRICT 36-2 343.715 322.989 325.829 350.429 376.306 -32.591



FY2003 FY2002 FY2001 FY2000 FY1999
SCHOOL NAME ADM ADM ADM ADM ADM Change

Average Daily Membership

WEST CENTRAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 49-7 1138.446 1176.927 1183.303 1176.740 1166.840 -28.394
WHITE LAKE SCHOOL DISTRICT 01-3 173.374 174.080 172.069 178.815 178.601 -5.227
WHITE RIVER SCHOOL DISTRICT 47-1 383.869 381.857 440.144 435.003 440.968 -57.099
WILLOW LAKE SCHOOL DISTRICT 12-3 219.485 211.989 214.971 227.015 239.720 -20.235
WILMOT SCHOOL DISTRICT 54-7 279.694 285.269 294.688 294.646 297.933 -18.239
WINNER SCHOOL DISTRICT 59-2 964.064 991.400 1020.957 1058.680 1082.590 -118.526
WOLSEY SCHOOL DISTRICT 02-5 204.934 197.292 196.190 196.541 208.993 -4.059
WOOD SCHOOL DISTRICT 47-2 57.181 59.301 66.750 82.752 89.339 -32.158
WOONSOCKET SCHOOL DISTRICT 55-4 195.889 199.014 211.577 240.281 248.142 -52.253
YANKTON SCHOOL DISTRICT 63-3 3068.814 3119.665 3139.634 3209.460 3197.220 -128.406

Total 123740.140 124588.838 126313.624 128529.505 130400.038 -6659.898
Source: DOE Stat Digest



South Dakota Supplemental Educational Service Providers
2004-2005

Program Name Company
Reading, 
Math or 

Both

Grade 
Levels

Specific 
Student 

Populations
Cost

Length of 
Services

Service Area
Min. 
stud, 
req.

Max. 
students

Babbage Net 
School SES 
Program

Babbage Net 
School SES 
Program

Both 1st - 12th
Regular Ed, 

Sped Ed, 
Migrant, LEP

$20 per hr
1/2 hr per day or 
2.5 hrs per week

Statewide - 
online

2500

Brainfuse Online 
Instruction

Brainfuse Online 
Instruction

Both 3rd - 12th

Regular Ed, 
Sped Ed, 

Migrant, LEP 
(Spanish, 
Lorean, 

Chinese, 
Russian)

$45 - $55 per 
session

25-30 sessions
Statewide - 

online
1 unlimited

Cambridge 
Educational 
Services, Inc

Cambridge 
Educational 
Services, Inc

Both K-12
Regular Ed, 

Sped Ed, LEP

$1.050 (live per 
student) - $950 

(Web)

3 hrs per week -- 
30 hours

Statewide - 
online

5
25 per 

location

Club Z
Club Z! In-Home 
Tutoring Services

Both K-12
Regular Ed, 

LEP
$35 - $45 per hr

2-3 hrs per week 
for 3-9 months

Statewide - 
online

1 1000

Discovery Centers
Black Hills Special 
Services 
Cooperative

Both K-8
Regular Ed, 

Sped Ed, LEP
$10 per hr

12 hrs per week -- 
30 hrs per week in 

summer

Rapid City, Belle 
Fourche

K-5 - 500; 5-
8 - 150

E2020 Virtual 
Classroom

Education 2020
Math & 

Language 
Arts

7th - 12th

Regular Ed, 
Sped Ed, LEP 
(Spanish, French, 
Cerman, Italian, 

Protuguese, 
Russian, Japanese, 
Korean, Simplified 

Chinese & 
Traditional Chinese)

$400 per student 150 hours
Statewide - 

online
5000

Failure Free 
Reading

Failure Free 
Reading

Reading K-12 $38 per hr 30-40 hours
Statewide - 

online
15 200

H.E.L.P (Home & 
Hospital learning 
Program

H.E.L.P (Home & 
Hospital learning 
Program

Both K-12
Sliding fee -- from 
$10 to $30 per day

1 - 5 hrs per week
Statewide - 

online
unrestricted



South Dakota Supplemental Educational Service Providers
2004-2005

Program Name Company
Reading, 
Math or 

Both

Grade 
Levels

Specific 
Student 

Populations
Cost

Length of 
Services

Service Area
Min. 
stud, 
req.

Max. 
students

HOSTS Learning HOSTS Learning Both K-12
Regular Ed, 

Sped Ed, LEP
$28.50 per student 

per hr
30-60 mins. - 3-5 

days a week
Statewide - 

online
unlimited

Kids Inc., Skills 
Centers

SF School District Both K-5

Summer: 12.5 hr 
per week -- After 
school: 3 hrs per 

week

Sioux Falls 200

Lisa Ducheneaux Lisa K. Ducheneaux Reading 2nd - 12th
Regular Ed, 

Sped Ed
$450 for testing -- 

$50 per hour
2x week for 3 

months
Northeastern 
South Dakota

3 students 
per day

Live Test Help Tutor.Com
Math & 
English

7th - 12th Regular Ed
$90 - $100 per 

month per student
6 times and 

complete 3 skills
Statewide - 

online
100

PLATO
PLATO Learning, 
Inc.

Both K-8
Regular Ed, 

Sped Ed, 
Migrant, LEP

Option 1 - $1065 
per student  --  

Option 2 - $1460 
per student -- 

Option 3 - $1700 
per student

30 weeks
Statewide - 

computer based
48 unlimited

Project Learn
Wagner Girls & 
Boys Club

Both K-12
Regular Ed, 

Sped Ed
$3.00 per student, 

per session
We need to have 

a discussion

Wagner, Andes 
Central, Marty 
Indian School

250

Summer Reading 
Adventure Camp

Washington 
Pavilion of Arts and 
Science

Reading K-5
$270 for all 3 weeks 

or $90 per week
up to 3 weeks Sioux Falls area 8 72

Three Rivers 21st 
Century Community 
Learning Center

Three Rivers 
Special Services 
Cooperative

Both K-12
Regular Ed, 

Sped Ed, LEP
$10 per hour

depends on 
student's need -- 

run during the 
school-year

Bennett County, 
Jones County, 
Kadoka, White 

River

none 100
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SURVEY OF 
SCHOOL DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS 

 
School district name and numbe r: _______________________________________________ 
 
Survey completed by: __________________________________________________________ 
 

Instructions: On questions 1A through 16H below, please select one response per question. 
Many of these questions request you to express your opinion. Questions 17 and 18 invite you to 
offer comments on NCLB.  You may wish to consult with other district staff to provide your 
answers. 
 
Some questions mention student “subgroups,” a reference to the subgroups identified 
in the NCLB Act. These subgroups include: (1) American Indian/Native Alaskan, 
(2) Asian/Pacific Islander, (3) Hispanic, (4) Black (not of Hispanic origin), (5) White (not 
of Hispanic origin), (6) limited-English proficiency students, (7) special education 
students, and (8) students eligible for free and reduced price meals. 
 
 
1. It is appropriate for schools and school districts to: 
 
 Strongly 

Agree 
 

Agree 
Neither 
Agree 

Nor Disagree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Response 

 #     % #     % #          % #     % #     % #     % 
A. Measure the academic 

performance of their students. 
104 75.9 30 21.9 2 1.5 0 0.0 1 0.7 0 0.0 

B. Publicly report on the 
academic 
performance of their students, 
in aggregate. 

52 38.0 66 48.2 12 8.8 3 2.2 3 2.2 1 0.7 

C. Develop plans to improve the 
performance of student 
subgroups that are under-
achieving academically. 

62 45.3 64 46.7 7 5.1 1 0.7 3 2.2 0 0.0 

D. Hold all racial/ethnic student 
subgroups to the same 
standards of academic 
“proficiency.” 

32 23.4 56 40.9 16 11.7 21 15.3 9 6.6 3 2.2 

E. Hold special education 
students to the same standards 
of academic “proficiency” as 
other students. 

1 0.7 0 0.0 6 4.4 50 36.5 78 56.9 2 1.5 

F. Hold limited-English students 
to the same standards of 
academic 
“proficiency” as other 
students. 

6 4.4 22 16.1 14 10.2 47 34.3 43 31.4 5 3.6 

G. Hold free and reduced-price 
lunch students to the same 
standards of academic 
“proficiency” as other 
students. 

26 19.0 75 54.7 14 10.2 14 10.2 6 4.4 2 1.5 
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SURVEY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS       
 
2. It is appropriate for national policy to: 
 

 
3. Annual student reading and math assessments, which are required by the No Child Left Behind 

(NCLB) Act for grades 3 through 8, are a necessary component of an effective accountability system. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
4. The South Dakota Department of Education has provided my district with sufficient guidance and 

information as we have started implementing the NCLB Act. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
5. Schools should face consequences such as mandatory school choice, supplemental services, corrective 

actions, or restructuring if there is persistent failure to make adequate yearly progress (as presently 
defined) by: 

 

 

 Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Response 

 #     % #     % #           % #         % #     % #     % 
A. Have a goal that all children will 

achieve “proficiency” on 
statewide reading, math, and 
science assessments by the 
2013-14 school year. 

8 5.8 31 22.6 17 12.4 43 31.4 38 27.7 0 0.0 

B. Have a goal that all teachers 
will be “highly qualified” by the 
2005-06 school year. 

16 11.7 64 46.7 17 12.4 28 20.4 12 8.8 0 0.0 

C. Specify key elements that must 
be included in states’ 
educational accountability 
systems. 

9 6.6 69 50.4 28 20.4 15 10.9 15 10.9 1 0.7 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Response 

#        % #       % #        % #        % #        % #        % 

16 11.7 82 59.9 19 13.9 14 10.2 6 4.4 0 0.0 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Response 

#        % #       % #           % #        % #        % #        % 

17 12.4 81 59.1 29 21.2 6 4.4 4 2.9 0 0.0 

 Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Response 

 #     % #     % #            % #     % #     % #     % 
A. At least one racial/ethnic  

subgroup. 
3 2.2 12 8.8 15 10.9 60 43.8 44 32.1 3 2.2 

B. The special education subgroup. 1 0.7 1 0.7 6 4.4 48 35.0 80 58.4 1 0.7 

C. The limited-English proficiency 
subgroup. 

2 1.5 6 4.4 14 10.2 56 40.9 57 41.6 2 1.5 

D. The free/reduced price lunch 
subgroup. 5 3.6 28 20.4 15 10.9 50 36.5 36 26.3 3 2.2 
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SURVEY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS       
 
6. The State’s assessment, Dakota STEP (State Test of Educational Progress): 
 

 
7. The educational benefits resulting from implementation of the NCLB Act will, on balance, 

outweigh any adverse impacts that the act will have on my district. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
8. New federal revenues that my district will receive under the No Child Left Behind Act will be 

sufficient to cover the cost of any new spending that the act will require my district to undertake. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
9. To ensure that my district, its schools, and student subgroups make “adequate yearly progress” 

under the NCLB Act, my district will increase its overall spending level (beyond inflation-related 
increases): 

 

 
10. By 2005-06, all teachers in my district will be “highly qualified,” as defined by the South Dakota 

Department of Education.  
 

 
 
 
 

 Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Response 

 #     % #     % #            % #     % #     % #     % 
A. Provides a sound basis for 

evaluating the academic 
performance of school districts 
and schools. 

4 2.9 74 54.0 37 27.0 15 10.9 5 3.6 2 1.5 

B. Helps teachers understand the 
specific academic needs of 
individual students. 

8 5.8 86 62.8 25 18.2 15 10.9 2 1.5 1 0.7 

Strongly 
Agree 

 
Agree 

Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 

 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

No 
Response 

#     % #     % #            % #     % #     % #     % 

2 1.5 25 18.2 44 32.1 41 29.9 22 16.1 3 2.2 

Very 
Likely 

 
Likely 

 
Unlikely 

Very 
Unlikely 

Don’t 
Know 

No 
Response 

#     % #     % #            % #     % #     % #     % 

2 1.5 7 5.1 39 28.5 78 56.9 10 7.3 1 0.7 

 Very 
Likely 

 
Likely 

 
Unlikely 

Very 
Unlikely 

Don’t 
Know 

No 
Response 

 #     % #     % #            % #     % #     % #     % 

A. During the next two years 30 21.9 52 38.0 26 19.0 22 16.1 2 1.5 5 3.6 

B. During the next five years 33 24.1 47 34.3 20 14.6 18 13.1 13 9.5 6 4.4 

C. During the next ten years 33 24.1 47 34.3 19 13.9 17 12.4 15 10.9 6 4.4 

Very 
Likely 

 
Likely 

 
Unlikely 

Very 
Unlikely 

Don’t 
Know 

No 
Response 

#     % #     % #            % #     % #     % #     % 

51 37.2 57 41.6 22 16.1 3 2.2 3 2.2 1 0.7 
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SURVEY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS       
 

11. By 2013-14, all students in my district will achieve reading, math, and science “proficiency,” as 
defined by the South Dakota Department of Education. 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

12. So far, activities that my school district has undertaken to fulfill new requirements of the NCLB 
Act have been paid for primarily through: (Check one) 

 

# %  

25 22.5 a. Spending reductions or reallocations of non federal funds 

40 36.0 b. Allowable reallocations from other federal programs  

12 10.8 c. Increases in my district’s federal revenues 

2 1.8 d. Increases in my district’s state revenues 

8 7.2 e. Increases in my district’s local revenues 

12 10.8 f. Other (Please specify): ________________________________________________________ 

5 4.5 g. Don’t know 

7 6.3     No response 
 

13. During the next two years, activities that my school district will undertake to fulfill new 
requirements of the NCLB Act will be paid for primarily through: (Check one) 

 

# %  

57 47.1 a. Spending reductions or reallocations 

15 12.4 b. Increases in my district’s federal revenues 

1 0.8 c. Increases in my district’s state revenues 

12 9.9 d. Increases in my district’s local revenues 

10 8.3 e. Other (Please specify): ________________________________________________________ 

21 17.4 f. Don’t know 

5 4.1     No response 
 

14. In your judgment, which one of the following requirements of the NCLB Act will be the most 
costly for your district to implement? (Check one) 

 

# %  

13 9.8 a. Implementing additional grade-level tests  

78 58.6 b. Implementing sanctions and additional services for low-performing schools  

18 13.5 c. Complying with new requirements for teacher qualifications 

6 4.5 d. Complying with new requirements for paraprofessional qualifications 

18 13.5     No response 

Very 
Likely 

 
Likely 

 
Unlikely 

Very 
Unlikely 

Don’t 
Know 

No 
Response 

#     % #     % #            % #     % #     % #     % 

4 2.9 13 9.6 47 34.6 64 47.1 6 4.4 2 1.5 
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SURVEY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS       
 
15. For each of the following, please indicate whether your district has made this change during the 

past two years as a direct result of NCLB: 
 

 
16. For each of the following, please indicate whether your district will likely make this change 

during the next two years as a direct result of NCLB: 
 

 

  
Yes 

 
No 

Don’t  
Know 

Not 
Applicable 

No 
Response 

 #     % #     % #            % #     % #     % 
A. Hired additional administrative 

staff. 
16 11.7 115 83.9 1 0.7 2 1.5 3 2.2 

B. Hired additional instructional 
staff. 

51 37.2 77 56.2 1 0.7 1 0.7 7 5.1 

C. Reassigned (or redefined the 
jobs of) existing administrative 
staff. 

76 55.5 53 38.7 2 1.5 1 0.7 5 3.6 

D. Reassigned (or redefined the 
jobs of) existing instructional 
staff. 

87 63.5 40 29.2 4 2.9 1 0.7 5 3.6 

E. Increased average compensation 
levels to attract or retain “highly 
qualified” teachers. 

37 27.0 93 67.9 5 3.6 0 0.0 2 1.5 

F. Increased average compensation 
levels to attract or retain 
paraprofessionals who meet 
NCLB qualifications. 

41 29.9 90 65.7 2 1.5 0 0.0 4 2.9 

G. Discontinued some standardized 
assessments that are not required 
by NCLB. 

59 43.1 66 48.2 3 2.2 3 2.2 6 4.4 

H. Revised classroom curricula. 118 86.1 15 10.9 1 0.7 0 0.0 3 2.2 

  
Yes 

 
No 

Don’t  
Know 

Not 
Applicable 

No 
Response 

 #     % #     % #            % #     % #     % 
A. Hire additional administrative 

staff. 
7 5.1 120 87.6 8 5.8 1 0.7 1 0.7 

B. Hire additional instructional 
staff. 

23 16.8 91 66.4 20 14.6 1 0.7 2 1.5 

C. Reassign (or redefine the jobs 
of) existing administrative staff. 

58 42.3 57 41.6 18 13.1 1 0.7 3 2.2 

D. Reassign (or redefine the jobs 
of) existing instructional staff. 

85 62.0 26 19.0 22 16.1 1 0.7 3 2.2 

E. Increase average compensation 
levels to attract or retain “highly 
qualified” teachers.  

32 23.4 67 48.9 35 25.5 1 0.7 2 1.5 

F. Increase average compensation 
levels to attract or retain 
paraprofessionals who meet 
NCLB qualifications. 

26 19.0 75 54.7 32 23.4 2 1.5 2 1.5 

G. Discontinue some standardized 
assessments not required by 
NCLB. 

45 33.1 52 38.2 29 21.3 5 3.7 5 3.7 

H. Revise classroom curricula. 118 86.8 8 5.9 7 5.1 1 0.7 2 1.5 



Appendix I 

69 

SURVEY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS       
 
17. If a school in your district fails to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) for three or more 

consecutive years, what types of services would you plan to use to provide the required 
“Supplemental Educational Services” to students of low income families? 

 
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

18. In the space below, we invite you to offer comments on the No Child Left Behind Act and its 
impact on your school district. Feel free to (1) describe specific changes that your district has 
made (or plans to make) in response to NCLB, or (2) comment on things you like about NCLB 
or concerns you have about NCLB. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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The following is a listing of comments made by superintendents in the space provided 
for additional comments within the survey. 
 
Special Education Students 

I am concerned that the NCLB Act seems to disregard special education students’ their 
right to have an I.E.P. that is developed to meet their specific needs.  In one instance we 
say that they can’t meet normal curriculum standards because of their handicap and 
then NCLB says they must meet the same standards as every other student. 
 
Great Plan except “Special ED” 7 “Limited English”.   If a student is advanced or 
proficient they would not be on an IEP.  If they are profoundly “M.R.” how can we expect 
them to be Adv. or Prof.?  How can a student with “No” English speaking skills be 
expected to take a test in English & be advanced or proficient? 
 
NCLB has made us examine what we do & make changes.  However, certain aspects of 
NCLB are unrealistic, such as expecting special ed. students to achieve at grade level, 
and having all teachers be “highly qualified”  
 
Our biggest struggles will be with SPED and Native American attendance.  Because of 
small class sizes, 30% of students in any given class can be SPED students who work 
well below grade level but proficiently compared to their abilities. 
 
Testing of subgroups must be changed to test at their ability, not age level. 
 
Expectations need to be realistic & exceptions need to be made.  Special Ed. will not 
ever make the level of proficiency that NCLB is recommending. 
 
I am concerned about unrealistic expectations for SpEd subgroup. 
 
Special Ed is a concern.  Changes need to be made to take into account “progress” 
made not some “benchmark” that for some is truly unattainable. 
 
The NCLB guidelines are not realistic in some area such as SPED & Limited English 
students. 
 
Getting all students to proficiency is unrealistic and unattainable due to Special 
Education student’s ability levels. 
 
My biggest concern is testing special education students at grade level.  This is in direct 
conflict with IDEA.  Throughout the school year we do not test special education 
students at grade level nor is their work at grade level.  Yet to determine progress we 
test at grade level.  We will never get to the goal set by this act. 
 
Our main concern is that we are testing Sp. Ed. students at their grade level but we 
should test them at their ability level.  Would you like to take a test over curr         
[curriculum] that you have never seen? 
 
It makes no sense to hold special education students to the same standard as other 
students and actually hurts their program. 
 
Special Education students are not being recognized for their disability when they are 
expected to achieve at the same level as non-special education student who is at the 
same grade level.
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Sp. Ed. should be tested at ability not age group. 
 
We are 80% proficient or advanced on all grades in reading and math and we will be on 
school improvement because of special education.  We don’t have the time to jump 
through the hoops that we will have to with the school improvement requirement. 
 
However the subgroups are especially in need of change because anyone who has 
works with students knows that special ed can not achieve the same level as regular 
students or they would not be called “special ed.” 
 
Special Education is a concern for me and I am not sure schools can meet this 
requirement. 
 
I do not think that NCLB “proficiency standards are realistic for our special education 
students.  By definition students in spec. ed are “not proficient in one or more areas 
because of a disability”.  Is it realistic to suddenly expect every student to gain 
proficiency at the same level as “age level peers”?  Of course our goal is always for 
these students to achieve at the highest level possible but if they fall short of a set of 
standards that has nothing to do with their individualized plan I do not feel that the 
school has failed.  Special education needs to meet the individual needs of the students 
involved and out time & effort is best spent working toward each students individual 
goals. 
 
SPED students are not going to all become proficient, or they wouldn’t be identified as 
SPED. 
 
My concerns with NCLB are with the SPED subgroups.  I do not believe it is possible to 
bring a 15 year old that has a 4th grade reading level to pass the 11th grade reading 
comprehension test. 
 
We will go into school improvement because of Special Ed.  NCLB and IDEA are not 
compatible. 
 
I’m concerned about SPED.  We have had for example a child with a brain tumor, which 
affects short term memory.  Since we don’t have many SPED students, the results can 
be so sporadic. 
 
Dislike SPED Accountability 
 
Federal law states you must provide educational experiences for SPED students at their 
academic level BUT NCLB says you test them at their age level not at their ability level.  
I think this is contradictory to SPED law. 
 
Problems dealing with students on IEP. Students are on IEP’s because they have 
identifiable problems in the learning process.  NCLB & IDEA are complete opposite.  
How can you identify a student to work on an Individual Education Plan because he has 
learning problems and then say that he needs to be at the same level as other students 
when the school is trying to make his own goals from the IEP. 
 
I believe NCLB is not likely to survive for very long.  It is too idealistic to mandate special 
ed and ghetto-raised children are going to all be proficient by a certain time.
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The one big issue is the special education population.  I believe making them test at 
grade level instead of where there are at academically is a gross violation of their civil 
rights. 
 
Our most difficult task will be dealing with the special needs students.  There is little 
hope to move these students along according to present guidelines.  Special needs 
students have learning difficulties not shared by most students.  They can and will learn 
but not at the rate set out by guidelines of NCLB.   
 
Can all students, especially special education students really be held accountable for the 
SAME standards of academic proficiency as other students – unless the standards are 
so very, very low that the standards mean nothing. 
 
I have no problem with the concept of accountability as mandated by NCLB.  Making 
decisions that are based on student data to improve instruction and increase student 
achievement is how we’ve conducted business long before the implementation of NCLB.  
However, the punitive nature of the legislation over issues that are outside the control of 
a district is a major concern to me.  Our district will never make AYP because of the 
transient student population, excessively high number of special education students that 
attend our school, and high absenteeism.  We have an extensive special education 
program that provides services many of our area schools cannot ---therefore, resulting in 
a high number of students with special needs attending our schools.  We also have a 
high number of students who transfer in and out of our district for a variety of reasons for 
varying lengths of time.  We have students who regularly miss 40+ days of school per 
year, even though we provide door-to-door busing, parent awareness training, student 
attendance incentive, etc.   
 
In spite of all these issues, our students, who have good attendance and are consistently 
enrolled in our district, experience the appropriate gains and achievement each year.  
However, many of the attendance and transient students do not show that growth and 
may account for more than 50% of our student population on any given day.  I think the 
“powers to be” need to take these types of issues into consideration and assess each 
district accordingly.  Just like in the classroom, there is no “one size fits all” model, yet 
the federal and state Departments of Education appear to think there is, and are 
measuring all districts the same. 
 
Another area of frustration is the “veiled threats” of public notification of school 
improvement status.  Our staff members are working diligently in all areas to improve 
instruction and increase student growth, and yet, must endure the stigma that is 
attached to having their school improvement status printed in the local newspapers, 
along with notification to parents.  This does little to improve and/or support staff morale 
in the areas that traditionally have problems attracting and retaining high quality staff. 
Finally, if the NCLB legislation actually enforces the punitive nature of the law and 
removes staff, leadership, and the governing board, of schools that do not meet AYP 
within the specified timelines, I suggest they simply take over those districts now instead 
of waiting until 2010.  Our district, and many like us, simply will not be able to meet the 
mandated goals, in spite of the extensive amount of work we’ve done with staff and the 
achievement we’ve gained with the students we’re able to serve consistently. 
 
In addition to the comments on the prior page, one additional concern regarding special 
education is becoming apparent.  Because one of the criteria for eligibility as a student 
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with a learning disability in SD has been an achievement/ability gap, as soon as the gap 
has been closed, the student is dismissed from the program.  When special education 
progress is tracked as a group rather than by individual student and students leave the 
program during the year and re-enter the general education population, it can become 
impossible for that group to make AYP.  This happened at one of our schools where 
several students made significant progress and were dismissed during the school year.  
An obvious solution would be to dismiss at the end of the school year, but that would 
only temporarily delay the problem. 
 
Concerns- SPED, Limited English 
 
Expecting Special Education to achieve- advance or proficient- is not realistic.  Simple: If 
they did not qualify (1.5 standard deviation) they would not be receiving special 
education services.  For our students, we are just reinforcing the idea that those 
students are losers. 
 
Special education students will not be able to meet the requirements of NCLB.  These 
students should be separate of the district (AYP). 
 
The intent of NCLB is admirable, but the 100% proficient goal is impractical and 
particularly unfair in trying to recognize growth in special needs students.  Even the 
allowances made assumes these severely handicapped students are evenly distributed 
which is rarely the case. 
 
Special students being held to same level of achievement. (Listed as a concern)  Time 
frame same for all population of at risk kids from poverty situation. 
 
Eliminate the requirement for special education students.  If students are in SPED then 
they are special and need to be treated as special.  Have faith in the local IEP committee 
to determine their special needs and have confidence in the local persons and parents to 
do what is right for special students. 
 
I have concerns about subgroups requirements – SPED.  This law is setting us up to fail.  
All students can not be above average!  This law is set up to make all public schools 
look bad.  So the public money can be used in private schools. 
 
Special Ed students & NCLB – Work has to be done with this to make it equitable for 
that population.  There is a reason why they are on an IEP plan & NCLB seems to want 
to overlook that.  We need to fix that part of NCLB. 
 
Testing Sp. Ed. Students at “Grade Level” rather than “Instructional Level” seems foolish 
--- Why set students up for failure when their IEP is designed for success? 
 
Unrealistic expectation placed on special ed students.  
 
The subgroup of Sp. Ed. meeting AYP is the part of NCLB that I object to most strongly. 
 
I’m waiting for a lawsuit when I publicly announce my SPED subgroups did not make 
AYP which in turn puts the school on alert.
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Goals  
 

It is unlikely that all children will achieve to the level required by the law.  Children have 
strengths and weaknesses and achieve at different level. 
 
It is fine to set goals but please set goals that are realistic.  It is impossible to have ALL 
children attain these goals. 
 
I don’t think it’s realistic to expect all sts[students] to be proficient anytime. 
 
I would encourage realistic goals along with procedures to reach them other than 
imposing penalties for failure to meet goals. 
 
Right now it’s impossible w/out [without] modifications. 
 
It is unrealistic to believe that a “1 size fits all” federal law will work in urban and rural 
areas.  It is unrealistic to believe that all sub-groups will score proficient by 2013-14.  If 
special ed students score at their achievement level and not at their grade level it may 
work.  Otherwise the scores will never be there. 
 
I’m concerned that “every” child will be advanced/proficient by 2014.  Some students are 
not capable of being in that category- through no fault of their own.  Dysfunctional 
families will complicate matters only more what they are. 
 
Proficiency for “all students” by 2013-014 is, simply, an unreachable goal (without 
modifications).  
 
I agree with the concept of NCLB.  I agree with the goal of 100% Adv.[Advanced] & 
proficient.  This is unrealistic but a good goal. 
 
The NCLB goals are hard to argue with however many are unrealistic.  The NCLB Act 
puts most of the responsibility on the schools, which makes a high stress climate for 
educators. 
 
The bad thing about NCLB is that we are evaluating students and schools based on the 
results of one test.  This is not realistic. 
 
… has added staff in the math and science areas to allow for more individual attention 
but there will be some students that even with our best efforts they will not score at the 
proficient level,  This is the part of NCLB that concerns me the most. 
 
NCLB will improve our school, NCLB will not bring about proficiency for “ALL” students. 
 
Instead of subgroups to be proficient or advanced, perhaps look at improvement.  Not 
everyone is capable of achieving prof/adv.  That’s why there’s SPED and other 
programs for at-risk students 
 
We were taught that the words all, always, and never should be used rarely.  Failure 
becomes very probable when the words ALL, NEVER, and ALWAYS are used. 
 
Good in theory.  Some parts are not realistic. 
 
Unattainable - 100% proficiency for all students. 
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Minority Children 
 

Getting minority students to school so we can teach them is our biggest concern. 
 
Our biggest struggles will be with SPED and Native American attendance.  ….  We also 
struggle with attendance because it only takes one or two students with poor attendance 
to bring down a racial group consisting of between 10 and 15 students.  Health care 
seems to be our biggest struggle with IHS [Indian Health Services]  and  dentist 
scheduling appointments during the school day as well as social services lack of 
concern for students who miss around 10 days per semester or 20 for the year.  Under 
NCLB’s 95% attendance rate, a student can only miss 9 days for the entire year. 
 
 

White Children 
Not counting scores of white children because they are less than 10 in a classroom hurts 
because their scores are high.  Our white children are the minority but are not viewed 
that way. 
 
 

Parental Issues 
 

Many parents simply don’t care about education so it is hard to change views. 
 
“Accountability “, this seems to be the essence of NCLB.  The problem is that NCLB 
does not hold accountable one of the most important links in a child’s education and that 
is the parent.  Most of the student problems we have are a result of parents not being 
responsive to their child’s educational needs.  We need to hold parents accountable for 
doing their part in their child’s education. 
 
This Act does nothing to hold parents responsible for what is going on in their child’s life. 
 
Who came up with the idea 100%?  Why hasn’t parent accountability, split families & 
others being held accountable for poor achievement.   Let’s just dump the blame on the 
schools.  A great attitude for our elected officials to have. 
 
We still need a wake up call for parents. 
 
The NCLB Act does not take into account the home and community component which 
directly reflects on academic performance. 
 
Perhaps a parenting program should be put in place for schools with low performance 
rather than pulling federal money. 
 
Free and reduced lunch students have some family/experience barriers to overcome 
from the different resources I’ve read.
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Additional Work/Time taken 
 

“NCLB appears to be the driving force behind everything we do in our district; from 
meetings to curriculum to staff hiring.  Curriculum, textbook purchase, professional 
development time have all changed since NCLB became primary focus.  Every year we 
spend hours analyzing scores and student progress.  For us, where our students 
comprise every subgroup, we are beginning to wonder whether all the time & energy we 
spend (and not meeting) NCLB is worth it.  The law is “beating” us down- there is no 
time for anything else.” 
 
 

Unfunded Mandate/Under funded 
 

Also, I believe it [NCLB] is one more unfunded mandate, and while it may receive some 
additional funding, it is definitely underfunded. 
 
Full funding of the program would help. 
 
Lack of additional funding to help meet requirements of NCLB. 
 
Will money be there when we need it to meet the rules of the law. 
 
This process is a big undertaking w/[with] very little financial help.  We continue to do 
more & expect to get better w/[with] less. 
 
More mandates- Federal & State – that are not funded.  High stress level on local 
budgets that are already strained. 
 
I fear that the program will be woefully underfunded as is typical with Federal 
Government Initiatives. 
 
Our federal funds keep decreasing each year & the feds want more from the schools.  
That is becoming impossible.  If the feds cannot fully fund their mandates, they should 
not be able to enact the laws.  Congress should be held to the same accountability as 
the groups they want to govern.  Bottom line: Pay up or stay out of education! 
 
There has not been one additional dollar coming directly to school districts or a result of 
NCLB.  The additional federal dollars get consumed by the DOE for testing, 
implementation, in-service activities, etc.  Though these additional things sponsored by 
the DOE might be necessary to meet NCLB requirements – they do not directly help 
school districts that are having financial difficulties.  Take the extra funds and give them 
directly to school districts so they can hire more teachers to put in the classrooms.  
Otherwise, classrooms of 20-25+ students per teacher will never reach the proficiency 
goals of NCLB. 
 
Under funded from Title I, under funded from non-Title I 
 
There has not been adequate dollars from the feds to make any changes.  As enrollment 
declines, dollars available decline but expenses do not decline accordingly.  If we need 
to make NCLB changes but have less dollars, how are we to make the changes? 
 
We are getting less federal funding each year however, and makes this task difficult.
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Proper funding will be necessary to carry out the mandates of NCLB.  It is not likely local 
funding will be available. 
 
 

Local Control 
 

Student achievement should be left at the local level.  All schools have a school 
improvement plan and this plan should drive curriculum and instruction therefore NCLB 
is not needed. 
 
I think the federal government should stay out of education.  It is a state responsibility. 
 
It is not the right of the Federal Gov’t to do any of this.  Read the Constitution.  It is 
another example of States losing rights.  In this case it makes good politics for Federal 
office holders and does not address real needs in schools.  Federal run schools have the 
worse scores in our state.  Maybe they should see if they can do their job before telling 
states how to do their job.  
 
Get rid of NCLB.  The Federal Govt. should not be dictating to local school districts. 
 
Schools should be run by the local people (taxpayers) in SD via the SD DOE, not the 
federal gov’t. 
 
Philosophically, NCLB is good.  Schools should be held accountable for student 
achievement.  That accountability should be done by the states not the federal 
government. 
 

Highly Qualified Teachers/paraprofessionals 
 

When “Highly Qualified” goes into effect, schools will be unable to comply especially in 
science and social science. 
 
Provisions for teachers to become highly qualified [when] courses are not available for 
teaching staff.  Examples: speech, library science. 
 
Highly qualified teachers may be impossible with teacher shortage. 
 
Certified aides are hard for us to come by in remote locations.  People just aren’t willing 
to qualify any other way if they can’t pass the test. 
 
NCLB should give money to school districts that hire “highly qualified” teachers to 
increase their salaries to keep them in education. 
 
I have great concerns in regard to the “Highly Qualified Teachers” – certification in all 
areas will be a problem for small schools. 
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Miscellaneous 
   

We also need to continue to educate the public on NCLB rather than just reporting 
scores. 
 
NCLB has forced us to be aware that we are following our content standards for lesson 
preparation. 
 
Education goes beyond test results.  This Act has reduced education to rote 
memorization and will eliminate the process of teaching kids to “learn”. 
 
S. Dak. Does not fund education properly so we do not need to spread our meager 
resources any thinner. 
 
The training for school improvement schools by the DOE has been weak and generally 
unhelpful. We actually lost our Guidance Counselor to the title of “Test Coordinator” 
for the absolute ridiculous amount of testing we are subjecting our students to at a time 
when we really now have to only concentrate on the basic and below basic students!  
We are actually leaving many behind by blindlessly swallowing the NCLB guides from 
the fed!  A joke! 
 
If the law’s truly “no child left behind”- what accommodations are being made or 
addressed for “Home-Schooled” students’?  What about those students who attend 
private and/or parochial schools? 
 
I wonder what President Kerry will do with NCLB? 
 
Staff is being hired to be “highly qualified” but colleges need to work with the graduates 
also.  The district hired an English teacher last year and now finds she’s not qualified to 
teach speech.  She said she took elective classes & had she known she’d taken speech 
classes.  Now, she has to pick up the credits and the district will pay for it. 
 
Money is not always the problem… or the answer. 
 
Although the Dakota STEP is fine as an assessment, it is only one measure of how well 
our students are achieving … a “snapshot”, if you will.  The test should only be one of 
many assessments measuring achievement/progress. 
 
It’s difficult for me to believe that small schools were taken into consideration when the 
outlines of NCLB were developed. 
 
NCLB in my opinion was a sound good politically motivated solution to a problem that 
didn’t exist in all schools.  It smells of “nation at Risk”.  Too long public schools have 
been underfunded and then blamed for economic and social ills over which they have no 
control. 
 
Schools and Districts should not be judged solely on the Dakota STEP results.  Test 
results should only be one factor in accountability and how well a school/district is 
performing.  Testing every year may become tedious for students who then may not put 
full effort on the tests.  There are always some students who don’t try which doesn’t give 
an accurate portrail of what he/she knows.  This seems to be an issue if test results are 
holding teachers/schools accountable but not individual students and parents.
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Drastic changes will be difficult because of the financial situation in SD.  Legislators do 
not believe education is a priority and the majority of people in SD are not willing to pay 
their fair share of taxes to support education properly.  I believe the state department is 
trying to help but again the department is politically controlled and is not financed 
properly.  The state department should be independent of the governor’s office 
 
NCLB is flawed legislation which does not improve instruction. 
 
AYP should be determined through multiple measures of student’s abilities and not just 
one test. 
 
If a subgroup fails to meet AYP then that subgroup should be put on school 
improvement, not the entire school.  A student should only be counted in one subgroup, 
not several, ie, special ed and economically disadvantaged. 
 
Our state department of education …have done an excellent job of approaching NCLB in 
a “helping” manner to SD schools. 
 
Like DOE’s help with NCLB. 
 
The SD DOE is doing as much as they can to try to assist the schools with limited 
resources that will never be enough to fulfill the requirements of NCLB. 
 
Dakota STEP- norm referenced questions as a base conflict with criterion referenced 
intent. 
 
Eliminate the subgroups by increasing the required size for a subgroup to be valid. 
 
There is little or no understanding of our culture, its needs, and how culture affects 
education due to historical facts.   I would guess this is true because both cultures 
believe that they are suffering the results of one culture failing to understand another.  
Toss in the loss of SD’s white population with the huge growth in Native population, and 
you have a nice scene for the blame game and more.  People need to communicate 
more ,more, more. 
 
I have no problem with assessment but all students do not test equally. 
 
State department needs to provide additional information to schools so they can meet 
AYP.  They need to help schools develop improvement plans and provide resources. 
 
Culture varies to improvement of achievement scores. 
 
Districts are all different with their own unique problems.  Can’t put every district in one 
nutshell. 
 
Each teacher is more accountable- this is good.  Not good- subgroups are being blamed 
for all our problems.  To [too] much testing – some people do not test well. 
 
Unrealistic to believe ALL will be proficient --- some don’t care --- desire and capacity are 
huge issues. 
 
Smothering impact on creativity by individual teachers, must devote most of their time to 
items that will impact AYP.
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The measurements for calculating AYP need to be changed.  South Dakota needs to 
review what other states have done to control the variables of testing.  There is a huge 
difference between SAT scores and NAPE scores.  South Dakota students did well on 
NAPE scores, yet so many schools end up “on alert” and “school improvement”. The 1% 
cap for special education students is totally unrealistic. 
 

 
Likes 
 

Standards are making schools teach what is important.  Given everyone direction. 
  

NCLB has allowed us to focus on individual students and their abilities.  It has also made 
us make conscious effort to align our curriculum with state standards. 
  
“MAKE SURE OUR ASSESSMENTS REFLECTS OUR STANDARDS!” 

 
NCLB has required that we take a hard look at our programs and make adjustments to 
our instruction at all levels. 
 
I like  

? Accountability 
? Standards-based teaching 
? Use of data – data based decision making 
? Increased professional development for staff 
? Research-based instructional strategies 

 
 I think NCLB is a great tool for education.   
 
 Higher standards for all students 
 

NCLB is generally in the best interest of everyone involved in the education process.  
Accountability is very important and all educators need to realize that we all can 
improve. 
 
It is good that parents, teachers, administrators, students and the public is [are] focused 
on improving education. 
 
Helped drive needed change. 
 
I appreciate the DOE’s efforts to make compliance with NCLB more practical and 
reasonable. 
 
Measurement of the effectiveness of schools/districts should be determined by using 
more than one test – Dakota STEP.  District measurements could also be utilized such 
as portfolios, satisfaction/climate surveys, etc. 
 
Our state department of education is doing a great job of helping us meet the goals of 
NCLB. 
 
NCLB is on the right track.  We do need to let parents & students know that they have a 
responsibility to perform or achieve at their highest level at all times.  It isn’t just the 
school and its staff that has a stake in NCLB. 


